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Summary 
Judaean Political Organisation (104-76 BCE) 
Daniel Thomas Ryan 
St John’s College 
 
The thesis seeks to more accurately understand Judaean political organisation during the 
reign of King Alexander Jannaeus (104-76 BCE). I suggest that the balance of evidence 
does not support an understanding of Hasmonaean Judaea as a militaristic patrimony. 
That is, I dispute a view of Judaean social order as dominated by the centralised 
leadership of the Hasmonaean king and of Judaean political structures as 
overwhelmingly militaristic. To be sure, militarism and kingship are important to 
understanding the social arrangement of Judaea at the turn of the first century BCE. 
However, political research based on a literal reading of textual sources tends to 
overemphasise these factors. Instead, I here advocate using economic activity, of which 
bronze monetary exchange is reasonably well attested for Hasmonaean Judaea, to infer 
probable features of Judaean socio-political organisation. I note that the system of 
monetary exchange in Judaea is among the least complex of Hellenistic kingdoms at 
Jannaeus’s time. I propose that the most likely conclusion is that Jannaeus had a more 
limited political influence over societal organisation than is commonly ascribed. The 
relatively underdeveloped monetary system in Judaea indicates that monetary exchange 
likely existed in combination with local transactional frameworks, including local 
arbitration, payment in kind, and the manipulation of labour by regional strongmen than 
we might suggest for Pontus under Mithridates VI or Parthia under the early years of 
Mithridates II. In extrapolating to the wider issue of Judaean political organisation, this 
casts doubt on the ability of the Hasmonaean monarchy to forcefully Judaise, effect 
change in local power hierarchies, or play a defining role in Phoenician military 
struggles. Rather than a militaristic patrimony ordered by the diktats of a tyrannical 
Jannaeus, Judaean political organisation was more likely a cooperative network of local 
power brokers, regional administrative frameworks, and independent cultural and 
economic systems. 
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Introduction 
 
This thesis is concerned with the political organisation of late Hellenistic Judaea. It 
seeks to understand how the Judaean government and society were structured at the 
turn of the first century BCE. The reign of Alexander Jannaeus, who ruled 104-76 
BCE, is of principal interest. However, some observations are pertinent to his 
predecessors, Hyrcanus I and Aristobulus I (134-104 BCE), and the period after his 
death until Roman annexation (63 BCE). 
 
Despite historians’ interest in early Jewish identity, the Jewish encounter with 
Hellenism, and the origins of sectarianism, there have been relatively few analyses of 
Judaean political organisation in its own right. References to the ‘Hasmonaean state’ 
litter Second Temple period historiography, but are infrequently elaborated. More 
often than not, Hasmonaean statehood is elucidated as a synonym for sovereignty. We 
see this in Chris Seeman’s assertion of ‘a sovereign, Jewish state in Palestine’, 
Michael Berger’s claim of ‘an independent Jewish state for about a century under 
Hasmonaean rule’, and Philip Davies’ identification of an ‘independent Judaean / 
Jewish state’ under the Hasmonaeans. 1  James VanderKam identifies Judaean 
statehood with ‘a line of Hasmonaean rulers [who were] able to win a varying 
measure of independence’.2 James McLaren implies the same when discussing the 
                                                
 
1 Chris Seeman, ‘Jewish History from Alexander to Hadrian’, in The Eerdmans Dictionary of Early 
Judaism, ed. John J. Collins and Daniel C. Harlow (Grand Rapids, Mich.: William B. Eerdmans, 2010), 
25; Michael S. Berger, ‘The Centrality of Talmud’, in The Cambridge Guide to Jewish History, 
Religion, and Culture, ed. Judith R. Baskin and Kenneth Seeskin (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 2010), 311-2; Philip R. Davies, ‘The Hebrew Canon and the Origins of Judaism’, in The 
Historian and the Bible: Essays in Honour of Lester L. Grabbe, ed. Diana Vikander Edelman and 
Philip R. Davies (London: T&T Clark, 2011), 200. 
2  James C. VanderKam, An Introduction to Early Judaism (Grand Rapids, Mich.: William B. 
Eerdmans, 2001), 24. 
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Hasmonaean ‘head of state’, as does Erich Gruen when describing the Hasmonaeans 
as ‘champions of an autonomous Jewish state’.3  
 
Much discussion of Hasmonaean political organisation also stresses the state’s 
military character. Tal Ilan suggests that the ‘Hasmonaean state was notorious of its 
expansionist policies’ and Peter Schäfer that ‘the backbone of the Hasmonaean state 
was the military’.4 Another common theme is the centrality of the Hasmonaean ruler. 
VanderKam describes Hyrcanus I as the ‘most powerful man in the state’ and assigns 
central importance to Jannaeus’s assumption of kingship.5 Martin Goodman, in his 
examination of the 66 CE revolt, considers the ‘independent Hasmonaean state’ in 
terms of ‘Hellenistic kingship’ and ‘secular authority’.6  
 
This thesis offers the term ‘militaristic patrimony’ as a shorthand for the type of 
political organisation that scholars commonly ascribe to Hasmonaean Judaea. It refers 
to a broadly held view that Judaean political organisation was ordered by the 
dirigisme and military power of the Hasmonaean kings. By a militaristic patrimony, I 
mean a top-down and totalitarian government, akin to a military coterie. This way of 
describing Judaean political structure is common in recent historiography. It is 
evident where historians collapse political authority into the personal authority of 
Jannaeus, or political development into military violence. It is evident where scholars 
refer to Judaea as a sort of military dictatorship, which existed in a state of violent 
competition and in which the Hasmonaean leaders were dominant. 
                                                
 
3 James S. McLaren, Power and Politics in Palestine: The Jews and the Governing of Their Land, 100 
BC-AD 70 (London: T&T Clark, 2015), 26; Erich S. Gruen, Heritage and Hellenism: The Reinvention 
of Jewish Tradition (California: University of California Press, 1998), 189. 
4  Ṭal Ilan, Silencing the Queen: The Literary Histories of Shelamzion and Other Jewish Women 
(Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2006), 223; Peter Schäfer, The History of the Jews in the Greco-Roman 
World: The Jews of Palestine from Alexander the Great to the Arab Conquest (London: Routledge, 
2003), 65. 
5 VanderKam (2004), 313, 298; Vasile Babota, The Institution of the Hasmonean High Priesthood 
(Leiden: Brill, 2013), 60. 
6 Martin Goodman, The Ruling Class of Judaea: The Origins of the Jewish Revolt Against Rome, A.D. 
66-70 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993), 11, 31. 
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A basic problem is a lack of developed methodologies for political analysis of 
Hasmonaean Judaea. Frequently, studies of Hasmonaean political structure are based 
on literal approaches to textual sources; namely, 1 Maccabees and Jewish Antiquities 
13. The lack of political analyses not built on generalised inferences from ancient 
narratives undermines the reliability of this type of scholarship. Where the authority 
of ancient writers is the historian’s principal resource, scholars risk deriving 
conclusions from subjective biases or the narrative agenda of their sources. Perhaps 
most crucially, it also falls short of the standards acceptable in scholarship on political 
communities elsewhere in the Hellenistic Near East. Outside Hasmonaean 
historiography, approaches to statehood have progressed beyond top-down models 
focused on rulers and their armies. There has been an increased effort, particularly 
from anthropologists and archaeologists, to analyse the non-elite features of complex 
societies. This thesis urges that Hasmonaean analysts revise their methodological 
approach to Judaean political history in line with this wider progress. 
 
This thesis attempts an alternative approach to studying the political structure of 
Hasmonaean Judaea. It draws on recent anthropological analyses of complex 
societies. Among anthropologists of ancient societies, functionalists have examined 
how changes in societal institutions (e.g., centralised government, law, and monetary 
systems) relate to changes in social organisation (e.g., resource competition, power 
relations, and rural-urban interaction). One influential type of this approach is 
political economy. Although definitions vary, political economy broadly seeks to 
understand the relation between economic processes and political structure. It is 
premised on the idea that economic activities, such as manufacturing or exchange, 
affect and are affected by the anatomy of political power in society.7 
                                                
 
7 William Roseberry, ‘Political Economy’, ARA 17, no. 1 (1988): 161–85; Norman Yoffee, ‘Political 
Economy in Early Mesopotamian States’, ARA 24 (1995): 282; Gil J. Stein, ‘Understanding Ancient 
State Societies in the Old World’, in Archaeology at the Millennium: A Sourcebook, ed. Gary M. 
Feinman and T. Douglas Price (New York: Springer, 2001), 356; Terence N. D’Altroy and Timothy K. 
Earle, ‘Staple Finance, Wealth Finance, and Storage in the Inka Political Economy [and Comments and 
Reply]’, CA 26, no. 2 (1987): 187-89; Edward M. Schortman and Patricia A. Urban, ‘Modelling the 
Roles of Craft Production in Ancient Political Economies’, JAR 12, no. 2 (2004): 185-89. 
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Following a political economy approach, this thesis investigates what monetary 
exchange tells us about political organisation in Hasmonaean Judaea. Monetary 
systems are useful for this task, as they negotiate a variety of communal 
organisational processes. This includes the division of labour and trade, the 
mobilisation of surpluses, the facilitation of military and bureaucratic systems, and 
power relationships such as gifts, bribes, credit and seizure. Historians are 
increasingly bringing coinage to bear on issues of political organisation. 8  Some 
cultural historians have approached numismatic iconography and epigraphy as 
expressions of political, ethnic and civic identity. 9  Other scholars, interested in 
demography and land use, have questioned how coin finds might be used to 
reconstruct military activity and trade patterns.10 Some have connected metrological 
                                                
 
8 Examples include Olivier Picard’s call to embed hoard categorisation into political and historical 
context; Fleur Kemmers and Nanouschka Myrberg’s treatment of the ‘stages in the life of a coin’; 
Elkins’ advocacy of iconographic approach that might ‘“rate” the semantic value of [coin] types’; and 
Jairus Banaji’s definition of monetary expansionism as the ‘pivotal framework’ for understanding 
social transition in the late Byzantine Empire. Olivier Picard, ‘Introduction: enjeaux scientifiques et 
questions de méthode’, in Nomisma: la circulation monétaire dans le monde grec antique: actes du 
colloque international, Athènes, 14-17 avril 2010, ed. Thomas Faucher, Marie-Christine Marcellesi, 
and Olivier Picard (Athène: école française d’Athènes, 2011), 12; Fleur Kemmers and Nanouschka 
Myrberg, ‘Rethinking Numismatics: The Archaeology of Coins’, AD 18, no. 1 (2011): 87–108; Nathan 
T. Elkins, ‘Coins, Contexts, and an Iconographic Approach for the 21st Century’, in Coins in Context 
I: New Perspectives for the Interpretation of Coin Finds: Colloquium Frankfurt A.M., October 25-27, 
2007, ed. Hans-Markus von Kaenel and Fleur Kemmers (Mainz: Verlag Philipp von Zabern, 2009), 46; 
Jairus Banaji, Agrarian Change in Late Antiquity: Gold, Labour, and Aristocratic Dominance (Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 2001), 4. 
9 John K. Papadopoulos, ‘Minting Identity: Coinage, Ideology and the Economics of Colonization in 
Akhaina Magna Graecia’, CAJ 12, no. 1 (2002): 21–55; Kevin Butcher, ‘Information, Legitimation, or 
Self-Legitimation? Popular and Elite Designs on the Coin Types of Syria’, in Coinage and Identity in 
the Roman Provinces, ed. Christopher Howgego, Volker Heuchert, and Andrew Burnett (Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 2007); cf. Alla Kushnir-Stein, ‘Was Late Hellenistic Silver Coinage Minted 
for Propaganda Purposes?’, NC 161 (2001): 41–52. 
10  Fleur Kemmers, Coins for a Legion: An Analysis of the Coin Finds from Augustan Legionary 
Fortress and Flavian Canabae Legionis at Nijmegen (Mainz am Rhein: Von Zabern, 2006); cf. Barry 
Cunliffe, ‘Money and Society in Pre-Roman Britain’, in Coinage and Society in Britain and Gaul: 
Some Current Problems, ed. Barry Cunliffe (London: Council for British Archaeology, 1981).  
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studies with inflation, state expenditure and political stability.11 Peter van Alfen has 
discussed the political economy of coin production, detailing how coin production 
might inform historians as to a state’s internal stability and competing self-interests.12 
 
In brief, this thesis challenges the common definition of Hasmonaean Judaea as 
politically dominated by a totalitarian, military dynast. It challenges the literalism and 
the ruler-centrism of scholars who have promulgated this depiction. To do so, it draws 
on the research emphases of political economy. It asks what the economic interactions 
between Judaeans, as evinced by their monetary system, tell us about the structure of 
social and political organisation. When we model Judaean political organisation by 
looking at the nature of its monetary exchange, we see a more limited organisational 
role for Jannaeus’s centralised government than is often assumed. 
 
Structure of thesis  
Chapter one 
The first chapter reviews the major sources for studying Judaean political organisation 
in the Hasmonaean period. The chapter also reviews significant scholarship on 
Judaean political organisation. In particular, the chapter observes how historians have 
described Hasmonaean Judaea as a militaristic patrimony. The chapter breaks our 
sources into four groups. First, ancient prosopography on Alexander Jannaeus is 
addressed. Our core account is Josephus, but we consider also George Synkellos and 
the Talmud. Second, the accounts in 1 Maccabees and Jewish Antiquities 13 of 
religious conquest and so-called ‘Judaisation’ are discussed. Third, possible evidence 
of the Hellenisation of the Hasmonaeans is considered. This includes the Simon 
                                                
 
11 Thomas Faucher and Catharine Lorber, ‘Bronze Coinage of Ptolemaic Egypt in the Second Century 
BC’, AJN 22 (2010), 50-3; Arthur Houghton, ‘Seleucid Coinage and Monetary Policy of the 2nd 
Century BCE: Reflections on the Monetization of the Seleucid Economy’, in Le roi et l’économie. 
Autonomies locales et structures royals dans l’économie de l’empire seleucide. Actes des rencontres de 
Lille (23 juin 2003) et d’Orleans (29-30 janvier 2004), ed. Andrzej S. Chankowski and Frédérique 
Duyrat, Topoi: Orient-Occident 6 (Lyon: De Boccard, 2004), 59-61. 
12 Peter van Alfen, ‘Problems in the Political Economy of Archaic Greek Coinage’, NNum 7 (2012): 
13–32. 
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decree in 1 Maccabees 14, diplomatic negotiations in JA 14.149-55 and 14.247-55, 
and some material data. Fourth, Josephus’s report of the Tobiads and a letter from the 
Zenon Papyri concerning Jeddus are considered. These sources have been elicited to 
support an understanding of the Hasmonaeans as militarised usurpers of the 
Jerusalemite political establishment. 
 
Chapter two 
The second chapter is concerned with methodology. After noting some of the 
deficiencies of Hasmonaean political analysis in the first chapter, the second chapter 
suggests an alternative approach to researching political organisation. The chapter 
focuses on political economy. The chapter opens by defining what is meant by 
political economy. Crucially, this thesis does not take political economy as a single 
methodology, but as a set of research interests. Political economy is concerned with 
the relation between political infrastructure and economic behaviour. The approach is 
premised on the idea that politics, economics and sociology are not discrete schools of 
analysis, but that political institutions and human behaviour are interrelated. Thus, 
studying a community’s economic behaviour can help analysts to reconstruct the 
community’s social and political structure. The chapter reviews how political 
economy has interested Roman, Ptolemaic, and Seleucid scholars. The productivity of 
political economy in these fields should commend the approach to Hasmonaean 
historians. 
 
Chapter three 
The remainder of the thesis asks what Judaean monetary exchange indicates about the 
political organisation of Hasmonaean Judaea under Jannaeus. Chapter three begins 
this process by describing Hasmonaean coinage. The chapter describes the epigraphic, 
iconographic and material characteristics of Jannaean coinage. Attention is given to 
the manufacturing process of the coins. Significant coin hoards containing 
Hasmonaean bronzes are considered for information on the relative dating and the 
circulatory context of Jannaean types. It is hoped that this chapter will be useful for 
Hasmonaean historians, who lack a systematic study of the basic attributes of 
Hasmonaean coinage, as exist for Seleucid, Ptolemaic, and Herodian coins.  
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Chapter four 
Chapter four attempts to reconstruct the system of Judaean monetary exchange. 
Principally, the chapter investigates whether we might identify a structure of 
denominations. The chapter is based on a sample of 3,106 Hasmonaean coins 
(available at: http://dx.doi.org/10.17863/CAM.4478) from museums, published 
collections, and excavations. Each coin is attributed to a main iconographic group and 
to a subgroup on the basis of its iconography. The metrology of these groups, namely 
their mean weight and diameter, is compared using an independent samples t-test. 
Where coins groups have different iconographic and metrological characteristics, we 
might have grounds for identifying denominations. The chapter argues that the 
Judaean monetary system did not comprise multiple denominations, but rather a 
single basic unit weighing approximately 2g. Under Jannaeus, a new series of coins 
was produced, with new types (anchor / star) and a reduced weight standard. 
 
Chapter five 
This chapter considers royal bronze striking in contemporary and neighbouring 
kingdoms: Seleucid Phoenicia and Southern Coele-Syria, Parthia, Pontus, Bithynia, 
Egypt and Cyrenaica. The chapter has two aims. First, it seeks to confirm our model 
of Judaean monetary exchange (chapter four) by comparing our observations to 
neighbouring kingdoms. Where similarities are apparent, we may draw confidence in 
our modelling of Hasmonaean monetary exchange. Second, comparison with other 
kingdoms raises possible political, social and economic explanations for the changes 
observed at the Jannaean mint. Where kingdoms show similar monetary 
developments to Hasmonaean Judaea, we might import their political situation as 
plausible politico-economic scenarios for Hasmonaean Judaea. The chapter shows 
that the Judaean monetary system was among the least complex in the Hellenistic 
Near East, and that Jannaeus’s reduction of the bronze weight standard might indicate 
some political deterioration or economic decline.  
 
To reiterate, this thesis seeks to more accurately understand Judaean political 
organisation in the Hasmonaean period. In pursuing this aim, the thesis makes three 
arguments. First, the thesis argues that Judaean political historiography has too 
frequently relied on a literal reading of documentary witnesses. This has produced a 
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considerable number of ruler-centric and militaristic models of Hasmonaean state 
society. Reconstructions of Judaean political organisation are unconvincing where 
they are based only on the authority of ancient texts and the preconceptions of 
scholars towards Hellenism and Jewish nationalism. Second, the thesis argues that 
political economy is a useful approach to studying Judaean political organisation. In 
particular, the thesis proposes that monetary exchange might be usefully analysed to 
deduce a plausible arrangement of socio-political powers in Hellenistic Judaea. Third, 
the thesis puts forward a model of monetary exchange in Hasmonaean Judaea. It is 
argued that monetary exchange in Judaea was among the least developed among 
Hellenistic kingdoms at the time, and experienced deterioration under Jannaeus. This 
should give cause for pessimism towards grand theories of economic and military 
expansion in Judaea between 104 and 76 BCE. 
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1 Judaean Political Organisation: 
Sources and Interpretations 
 
1.1 Introduction 
This chapter presents the significant sources for the study of Judaean political 
organisation during the Hasmonaean period. It reviews how these sources have been 
interpreted by Hasmonaean historians. My claim is that too much Hasmonaean 
political analysis makes generalised inferences from a literal reading of these sources, 
especially 1 Maccabees and Jewish Antiquities 13. Too much scholarship has 
overstated, on the basis of these documents’ authority, the military character of 
Judaean state society and the organisational influence of the Hasmonaean leaders. As 
a result, Hasmonaean political organisation has been frequently defined in terms of 
monarchical control and coercive force. 
 
This raises a problem for Hasmonaean historians, as political historians are 
increasingly falling out of favour with ruler-centric models. Hasmonaean historians 
must respond by attempting new approaches to describe Hasmonaean state society. In 
so doing, Hasmonaean historians should critically engage with archaeological sources 
to complement Josephus and 1 and 2 Maccabees.  
 
1.1.1 Structure of the chapter 
This chapter identifies the principal features of Judaean political organisation that 
have been proposed by scholars. I term the characteristics commonly elicited as 
‘militaristic patrimony’. By this, I mean the perception of the Hasmonaean polity as a 
kind of military coterie. Judaean society is often described in a state of violent 
competition, over which a strong military leader from the Hasmonaean dynasty had 
total control. The chapter has four parts, each identifying a body of source material 
that has been influential in the development of this notion of Hasmonaean political 
organisation. In each case, the sources are reviewed together with their interpretation 
by historians.   
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First, prosopography on Alexander Jannaeus is addressed (§1.3). Our core account is 
Josephus, but we consider also George Synkellos and the Talmud. In this section, I 
propose my timeline for the Jannaean period, which I build from Jewish Antiquities 
13.320-404 together with numismatic, papyrological and archaeological data. 
Josephus presents Jannaeus as initiating a period of political collapse, which 
concluded with Roman annexation. Uncritical adoption of Josephus’s narrative, 
particularly its descriptions of Jannaean cruelty and the military focus of JA 13.320-
404, has seen some scholarship depict Jannaeus as a violent tyrant. Ensuing models of 
Jannaean political organisation characterise the period as a sort of military 
dictatorship. 
 
Second, the accounts in 1 Maccabees and Jewish Antiquities 13 of religious conquest 
and so-called ‘Judaisation’ are discussed (§1.4). Where scholars are uncritical of 
reports of religiously motivated violence and forced circumcision, the Judaean state is 
largely conceived as a sort of territorial army. Social life is characterised by 
competition with neighbours and between domestic groups, and there are few 
attempts to model political infrastructure beyond the totalitarian directions of the 
warrior-king. 
 
Third, ostensible evidence of the Hellenisation of the Hasmonaeans is considered 
(§1.5). This includes Simon’s decree in 1 Maccabees 14, diplomatic negotiations in 
JA 14.149-55 and 14.247-55, and some material evidence. On the basis of these 
sources, some scholars have modelled the Hasmonaean state as an approximation of 
Hellenistic monarchy. Scholars present the Hasmonaean kings as militaristic 
benefactors, and aggregate the organising forces of Judaean society under the kings’ 
monarchical power and military charisma. 
 
Fourth, an increasingly popular approach rejects the political import of Hellenism and 
Judaisation, and instead approaches the Hasmonaean polity in terms of the personal 
ambitions of the Hasmonaean family (§1.6). In particular, the Hasmonaeans have 
been increasingly understood as ‘village strongmen’: namely, a well-placed, 
influential, and militarised family who usurped the seat of power in Jerusalem during 
a period of instability. We consider the Tobiads (JA 12.160-256) and Jeddus (P. Cair. 
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Zen. 1 59018), who have been understood as prototypes of the Hasmonaean family. In 
addition, evidence of the familial structure of the Hasmonaean administration from 1 
Maccabees and Jewish Antiquities is reviewed. 
 
1.2 Militaristic patrimony: The Hasmonaean state in current scholarship 
I suggest the term ‘militaristic patrimony’ as a shorthand for the type of political 
character frequently ascribed by historians to Hasmonaean Judaea. This elicits Max 
Weber’s formulation of ‘patrimonialism’ as a modality of early political organisation 
based on the personal authority of the ruler. It also refers to the military origins and 
coercive character of state formation that historians commonly attribute to the 
Hasmonaean period. 
 
As will be observed in this chapter, a considerable amount of political historiography 
perceives Hasmonaean Judaea as a patrimony. This is a monistic system, where state 
society is the ruler’s personal domain, and political power is organised by the 
reciprocity of loyalty to the ruler.1 Hasmonaean scholars commonly elicit key features 
of a patrimonial system when discussing Judaean political organisation. In a 
patrimonial state, all military, legal, and economic systems exist at the ruler’s 
direction.2 There are no independent sources of political power, such as independent 
tax authorities, agricultural unions, local bureaucracies, or autonomous legislatures. 
Richard Pipes has usefully observed that patrimonialism is not despotism: patrimonial 
regimes are not corrupted kingships, where individual rights are violently seized by a 
tyrant. Rather, patrimonialism is a system where the private sphere is indistinct from 
the sovereign.3 In short, the ruler is not a thief, but the state’s only proprietor. A 
patrimonial ruler does not organise society through a bureaucracy, but via comrades 
                                                
 
1 Max Weber, The Theory of Social and Economic Organisation (New York: Free Press, 1957), 341. 
2 Michael Curtis, Orientalism and Islam: European Thinkers on Oriental Despotism in the Middle East 
and India (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009), 270-1. 
3 Richard Pipes, Russia under the Old Regime, 2nd ed. (London: Penguin Books, 1995), 22-3; Haim 
Gerber, State, Society, and Law in Islam: Ottoman Law in Comparative Perspective (New York: 
SUNY Press, 1994), 128. 
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tied by grants of favour, kinship and grace.4 At the same time, patrimonial power 
derives authority from tradition.5 The ruler’s sovereignty is legitimised by religious 
custom, divine appointment, and ancestral precedent. Domination does not arise 
through capricious authority, but within the restraints of an inherited tradition.6 
 
Militarism is the second feature prevalent in scholars’ definitions of Hasmonaean 
political organisation. The origins of the Judaean state are commonly seen as 
militaristic, and state formative processes are construed as coercive management. 
Generalised inferences from our literary witnesses have led scholars to view 
militarised competition as endemic to Hasmonaean Judaea. Some political analysts 
see Judaea as being in constant domestic tension and militarised competition with 
neighbours. This has seen many historians describe Hasmonaean political and social 
organisational processes as mostly geared towards armed conflict.  
 
To summarise, I offer the term militaristic patrimony as a label for the type of 
political organisation we commonly find in Hasmonaean historiography. This mode 
of governance understands the ruler’s authority as absolute, personal, and rooted in 
ancestral and religious tradition. The state is not bureaucratic, legalistic or 
constitutional; but political functions are determined by the ruler’s grace. The ruler is 
the principal patron and proprietor of productive activity. As a regime of militarism, 
state functions are essentially coercive. The state is concerned with maintenance of 
the ruler’s position via violent force. 
 
At this point, it might be questioned whether this thesis is taking as axiomatic that 
ruler-centrism and militaristic kingship are inaccurate characterisations of Hellenistic 
politics. Monarchic power was a significant organisational force during the 
                                                
 
4 Steven Winford Holloway, Aššur Is King! Aššur Is King!: Religion in the Exercise of Power in the 
Neo-Assyrian Empire (Leiden: Brill, 2002), 220; Curtis (2009) 270-1; Mounira M. Charrad and Julia 
Adams, ‘Patrimonialism, Past and Present’, AAPS 636 (2011): 7-8. 
5 Max Weber, Economy and Society: An Outline of Interpretive Sociology (Berkeley, C.A.: University 
of California Press, 1978), 215. 
6 For Weber, this differentiates patrimonial regimes from sultanism: Gerber (1994), 128-29; Holloway 
(2002), 220; Curtis (2009), 270; Charrad and Adams (2011), 7-8. 
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Hellenistic period. There are legitimate reasons why an autocratic and militaristic 
monarchy has attracted attention from historians as a focus of political research. As 
Frank Walbank has described, monarchy emerged on two key foundations after the 
death of Alexander the Great: namely, as a product of political reality, which saw 
Alexander’s kingdom pass into fragmentary states without a unifying heir, and the 
theoretical groundwork laid by fourth century philosophy, which had already 
established the virtues of kingship and the utility of monarchy in the ideal 
constitution.7 The charge in this thesis is more narrowly constituted, being concerned 
with whether the body of data on Jannaeus’s government falls in favour of a more 
specialised form of political organisation: a militaristic patrimony. As such, this is not 
to argue that the monarchy harboured no significance in the Jannaean period. On the 
contrary, it may well be that organisational power in Hasmonaean Judaea was indeed 
centrally dominated by the personal authority of Jannaeus, who pervasively controlled 
society via personal ties of allegiance (patrimony) and military domination 
(militarism). Rather, I submit in this thesis that the burden of proof belongs with those 
proponents of militaristic patrimony as a model of Judaean political anatomy. I do not 
look to promote the view that the monarchy had remote political significance in the 
period. Instead, I seek to show that the balance of evidence does not support a 
particular political format, evident to varying degrees in parts of Hasmonaean 
scholarship, which subsumes a totality of social organising power into the monarch’s 
familial sphere. 
 
1.3 Themes from the sources 1: Jannaeus as tyrant (JA 13.320-404, Synkellos 
and the Talmud) 
Textual sources for Jannaeus’s reign present the king as an inveterate conqueror in 
conflict with neighbours and his own people, much in the fashion of a Greek tyrant. 
Some scholars have inferred from ancient prosopography on Jannaeus, and largely 
from a literal reading of Josephus’s reporting, that Jannaeus was the initiator of 
                                                
 
7 Walbank explains that ‘there really was no alternative’ to monarchy, while philosophy was able to 
provide ‘justification for what was there and had to be lived with’. Frank W. Walbank, ‘Monarchies 
and Monarchic Ideas’, in The Cambridge Ancient History: The Hellenistic World, ed. F. W. Walbank et 
al., 2nd ed., vol. 7 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1984). 
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Judaean political decline. By this understanding, the early Hasmonaeans formed a 
religio-nationalist constituency that collapsed in the Jannaean period under increasing 
Hellenism and internecine conflict. In contrast to his predecessors, Jannaeus is 
presented by Josephus as increasingly tyrannical. Jannaeus aggressively pursues 
conquest, manages a large mercenary army, and attacks his own people. Indeed, his 
reign is recounted by Josephus as a period of almost continuous civil war, military 
defeat, and precocious imperialism. Jannaeus leaves the Judaean state to his wife, 
whom Josephus portrays as a foil to the inability of Judaean men at this time, (JA 
13.430-33), and to his sons, who are consumed by internecine conflict (JA 14.1ff). 
Jannaeus’s political failure thus leads to the emergence of the principal tyrant Herod 
and Roman annexation. Uncritical acceptance of Josephus’s paradigm has been used 
to defend a model of militaristic patrimony for Hasmonaean Judaea. 
 
Josephus’s histories are the primary source for Jannaeus’s rule. Summarising 
Jannaeus’s reign, Josephus reports how the Judaeans named him ‘Cossack’ for his 
great cruelty (ὥστε διὰ τὴν τῆς ὠµότητος ὑπερβολὴν ἐπικληθῆναι αὐτὸν ὑπὸ τῶν 
Ἰουδαίων Θρακίδαν) (JA 13.383). For Josephus, Jannaeus is the first stage in the 
nation’s collapse towards Herodian cruelty and Roman annexation. While Jannaeus’s 
father Hyrcanus was blessed (µακαριστός) (BJ 1.68) and ruled excellently (κάλλιστα) 
(BJ 1.68), his sons invite the dynasty’s downfall (καταστροφή) (BJ 1.69). Indeed, 
Josephus reports that Hyrcanus was grieved to be told in a dream that Jannaeus, of all 
his sons, would inherit the kingdom (λυπηθεὶς ὅτι τῶν ἀγαθῶν αὐτοῦ πάντων οὗτος 
ἔσται κληρονόµος) (JA 13.322). The governmental failure of the Hasmonaeans after 
Hyrcanus I is elicited by Josephus as a general explanation for the events leading up 
to Roman annexation (παρ᾿ ὅσον τῆς πατρῴας εὐδαιµονίας ἀπέκλιναν) (BJ 1.69).  
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On the basis of the Josephan narrative, and recent papyrological and numismatic data, 
Jannaeus’s reign may be broken into three periods. 8 The first (104-95 BCE) runs from 
his accession until his annexation of Gaza, including the Cyprus-Egyptian conflict and 
his coastal expansionism. The second (93-83 BCE) spans the two Nabataean victories 
over Jannaeus: first by Obodas I in Gaulanitis around 93 BCE, and second by Aretas 
II around 83 BCE after the Nabataean capture of Damascus. It is during this middle 
period that the Seleucid Demetrius III defeats Jannaeus (c. 90/89 BCE) and Josephus 
records continual civil dissent. The final period preceding Jannaeus’s death (83-76 
BCE) is poorly attested, but likely contains some military activity in Transjordan and 
Moab. 
 
1.3.1.1 104-95 BCE 
After ascending the throne, Josephus describes Jannaeus immediately campaigning on 
the Phoenician coast (JA 13.324).9 Jannaeus’s attack on Ptolemais invites action from 
the Ptolemaic king in Cyprus. Ptolemy IX sets out to destroy Judaea (Ἰουδαίαν 
καταστρεψόµενος ὥρµησεν) (JA 13.336) upon learning of Jannaeus’s deceptive 
alliance with his mother Cleopatra III (JA 13.335-36). By Josephus’s presentation, 
                                                
 
8 This is a revision of Stern’s tripartite division, who argued for: 103-92 BCE (coastal campaigns and 
the Cyprus-Egyptian conflict), 92-83 BCE (Transjordan campaigns, civil war, and defeat by Obodas I 
and Demetrius III) and 83-76 BCE (defeat by Aretas III followed by expansion in Moab): Menahem 
Stern, ‘Judea and Her Neighbors in the Days of Alexander Jannaeus’, The Jerusalem Cathedra 1 
(1981): 22–46. 
9 G. Cohen has argued that the date of Jannaeus’s accession was 104 BCE, and not the generally 
accepted 103 BCE (e.g., Collins: 1998, 148; Grabbe: 1996, xiii; Seeman and Marshak: 2010, 38; 
Sievers: 2010, 708). A letter sent from Ptolemais by a certain Panobchounis, a solider of Alexander X 
and Cleopatra III, is dated to 103 BCE (document #3 in Van’t Dack: 1989, 50-61, 118-21). This offers 
a terminus ante quem of 103 BCE for Jannaeus and Ptolemy IX’s activity in Ptolemais (JA 13.320-51), 
which Josephus reports as being prior to the Egyptian siege (JA 13.352). Cohen reasonably argues that 
it is unlikely that the initial months of 103 BCE were enough time for: Aristobulus I to reign and die; 
Jannaeus to take the throne and commence military activity at Ptolemais; for Ptolemy IX to arrive from 
Cyprus; and for Ptolemais to be besieged and occupied by Cleopatra and Ptolemy X’s forces. G. 
Cohen, ‘The Beginning of the Reign of Alexander Jannaeus’, in The Judean-Syrian-Egyptian Conflict 
of 103-101 B.C. A Multilingual Dossier Concerning A ‘War of Sceptres’, ed. Edmond Van’t Dack et al. 
(Brussel: Comité Klassieke Studies, 1989). 
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Jannaeus is the principal agitator in the ensuing conflict between Cleopatra III, 
Ptolemy X and Ptolemy IX. 10  Josephus notes the graphic destruction of Judaea 
following Jannaeus’s dispute with Ptolemy IX (JA 13.345-47). By Josephus’s report, 
even Jannaeus’s ally Cleopatra III, to whom Jannaeus appeals with gifts (Ἀλεξάνδρου 
δ᾿ αὐτῇ µετὰ δώρων προσελθόντος) (JA 13.353), is only dissuaded from seizing 
Judaea by her Jewish general Ananias (JA 13.355).  
 
Jannaeus, as an inveterate conqueror, is emboldened by the outcome of the Cyprus-
Egyptian conflict (τῶν ἐκ Πτολεµαίου φόβων ἐλευθερωθεὶς) (JA 13.156), and lays 
siege to some coastal cities and some territory east of the Jordan. 11  Even with 
countless deaths among his forces (e.g., Θεόδωρος… ἐπιπεσὼν τοῖς Ἰουδαίοις 
µυρίους αὐτῶν ἀποκτείνει) (JA 13.356), Jannaeus is not deterred (οὐ καταπλήττει) 
(JA 13.357). Josephus’s depiction of Jannaeus in this period is as a regional agitator, 
who invites considerable destruction of Jewish territory, people and forces as a result. 
 
                                                
 
10 Van’t Dack (1989); Kenneth Atkinson, ‘Understanding the Relationship between the Apocalyptic 
Worldview and Jewish Sectarian Violence: The Case of the War between Alexander Jannaeus and 
Demetrius III’, in The Seleucid and Hasmonaean Periods and the Apocalyptic Worldview, ed. Lester L. 
Grabbe, Gabriele Boccaccini, and Jason M. Zurawski (Bloomsbury Publishing, 2016). 
11 Some scholars, following Josephus’s claim that Jannaeus took Gaza after a year, suggest an earlier 
date for Jannaeus’s capture of Gaza in around 100 BCE (e.g., Kasher: 1988, 88; Shatzman: 1991, 109). 
Documents sent by Egyptian forces (Van’t Dack: 1989, 61-65) suggest that Cleopatra III stationed 
troops in the Palestinian forward post of Pelousion at least until 102 BCE, and Atkinson has reasonably 
suggested this may have deterred Jannaeus from immediate attack. For Stern, it is enough that Josephus 
associates the death of Antiochus VIII (c. 96 BCE) with the seize of Gaza (ὑπὸ τὸν αὐτὸν δὲ τοῦτον 
καιρὸν JA 13.365). Most convincingly, Oliver Hoover has published bronze coins struck in Gaza, 
apparently dating to 96/5 and 95/4 BCE. As a result, a date around 95 BCE is perhaps most plausible 
for the year of Jannaeus’s conflict with Gaza. Van’t Dack (1989), 61-65; Kenneth Atkinson, ‘The 
Historical Chronology of the Hasmonean Period in the War and Antiquities of Flavius Josephus: 
Separating Fact from Fiction’, in Flavius Josephus, ed. Jack Pastor, Pnina Stern, and Menachem Mor 
(Leiden: Brill, 2011), 16-17; Stern (1981), 40 note 88; Oliver D. Hoover, ‘The Dated Coinage of Gaza 
in Historical Context (264/3 BC - AD 241/2)’, SNR 86 (2007): 70. 
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1.3.1.2 93-83 BCE 
Josephus characterises the central decade of Jannaeus’s reign as a period of military 
defeats, civil war, and the violent suppression of dissenters. This period sees frequent 
reference by analysts of Hasmonaean political organisation. Around 93 BCE, 
Jannaeus is defeated and escapes from the Nabataean Obodas I (c. 95-83 BCE) (µόλις 
αὐτὸς διασώζεται, φεύγων δ᾿ ἐκεῖθεν εἰς Ἱεροσόλυµα παραγίνεται) (JA 13.375).12 In 
90/89 BCE, Demetrius III attacks Jannaeus (JA 13.377-79), who meets the Seleucid 
                                                
 
12 93 BCE seems plausible, since it links the conflict with Obodas I with Jannaeus’s conflict with 
Nabataean territories in Moab. At the very least, we must put this conflict sometime between 
Jannaeus’s capture of Gaza around 95/4 BCE and the death of Demetrius III in 88 BCE, who is also 
recorded in conflict with Jannaeus. A date between 93 and 89 BCE seems likely on this basis. For the 
Nabataean dynastic dating, see Robert Wenning’s reconstruction. Robert Wenning, ‘Das Ende Des 
Nabatäischen Königreichs’, in Arabia Antiqua: Hellenistic Centres around Arabia. Proceedings of the 
First International Conference ‘Arabia Antiqua’. Rome, May 27 - June 1 1991, ed. Antonio Invernizzi 
and Jean-François Salles (Rome: Istituto Italiano per il Medio ed Estremo Oriente, 1993). For 
consideration of inscriptions see: Laurent Gorgerat and Robert Wenning, ‘The International Aṣlaḥ 
Project (2010-2012): Its Contribution to “Early Petra”’, in Men on the Rocks: The Formation of 
Nabataean Petra. Proceedings of a Conference Held in Berlin 2-4 December 2011, ed. Michel Mouton 
and Stephan G. Schmid (Berlin: Logos Verlag Berlin GmbH, 2013), 225; Peter Alpass, The Religious 
Life of Nabataea (Leiden: Brill, 2013), 15; Joseph Patrich, The Formation of Nabataean Art: 
Prohibition of a Graven Image Among the Nabataeans (Leiden: Brill, 1990), 185 note 76; John F. 
Healey, The Religion of the Nabataeans: A Conspectus (Leiden: Brill, 2001), 29. 
28 
 
king with a predominantly mercenary force (JA 13.377).13 Demetrius defeats Jannaeus 
and, according to Josephus, kills all of his mercenaries (ἀποθνήσκουσι µὲν οἱ 
Ἀλεξάνδρου µισθοφόροι πάντες) (JA 13.378). Josephus records some military 
interaction with the Seleucid Antiochus XII, who passes through Judaea to reach 
Aretas III, burning Jannaeus’s defences on the way (JA 13.391). Josephus recounts 
that Jannaeus built trenches, walls and towers in defence, but does not recount a 
specific encounter between the kings.14 As such, it is difficult to be more precise than 
suggest some date for the incursion between the 90/89 BCE defeat by Demetrius III 
and the death of Antiochus XII in 83/2 BCE. Jannaeus’s final reported defeat occurs 
around 82-80 BCE. Jannaeus is defeated by Aretas III (83-62 BCE), the Nabataean 
                                                
 
13 Traditionally, the defeat by Demetrius III has been dated to 88 BCE (e.g., Shatzman: 1991, 34; 
Eshel: 2008, 131; VanderKam 2004: 324), on the basis of Josephus’s report of six years between the 
invasion of Gaza and Demetrius III’s invasion (JA 13.376). More recently, Atkinson’s textual study 
and Houghton, Hoover and Veselý’s numismatic analysis show an earlier date of 90/89 BCE to be 
more likely. Die studies indicate that Demetrius increased production of Damascene coinage in SE 222 
(91/0 BCE) and 223 (90/89 BCE). Atkinson suggests that an invasion date at this time would correlate 
with the period between Demetrius’s reclamation of Damascus (coin production ceases for a year in 
220 SE or 93/2 BCE, suggesting he lost the city) and his war against Philip following Antiochus X’s 
death in 89/88 BCE (after which Demetrius was exiled to Parthia). Arthur Houghton, Oliver D. 
Hoover, and Petr Veselý, ‘The Mint of Damascus under Demetrius III and Antiochus XII (97/6 BC - 
83/2 BC)’, AJN 20 (2008): 205, 213-4; Kenneth Atkinson, ‘Understanding the Relationship between 
the Apocalyptic Worldview and Jewish Sectarian Violence: The Case of the War between Alexander 
Jannaeus and Demetrius III’, in The Seleucid and Hasmonaean Periods and the Apocalyptic 
Worldview, ed. Lester L. Grabbe, Gabriele Boccaccini, and Jason M. Zurawski (London: Bloomsbury, 
2016), 46-8. The conflict between Jannaeus and Demetrius III is considered at length by Dąbrowa, 
although he does not discuss dating. Edward Dąbrowa, ‘Demetrius III in Judea’, Electrum 18 (2010): 
175–81; Dąbrowa (2010), 88-89. 
14 Kaplan claimed to have found material evidence for a so-called ‘Yannai line’, but this has since been 
disputed. J. Kaplan, ‘The Yannai Line’, in Roman Frontier Studies 1967: The Proceedings of the 
Seventh International Congress Held at Tel Aviv, ed. Shimon Applebaum (Tel-Aviv: Students’ 
Organization of Tel Aviv University, 1971); cf. Alexander Fantalkin and Oren Tal, ‘The “Yannai Line” 
(BJ I, 99-100; JA XIII, 390–91): Reality or Fiction?’, PEQ 135, no. 2 (2003): 108–23. 
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king, at Hadid. 15  Josephus records that Aretas, upon defeating Jannaeus (µάχῃ 
νικήσας Ἀλέξανδρον) comes to agreement with the Judaean king (ἐπὶ συνθήκαις 
ἀνεχώρησεν ἐκ τῆς Ἰουδαίας) (JA 13.392), which might have involved relinquishment 
of conquered territory (JA 13.382).  
 
Josephus’s report of successive military defeats, heavy human causalities, and 
personal suffering (ταύτην εἰσπραττόµενος τὴν δίκην) (JA 13.381) characterise 
Jannaeus as a precocious imperialist, who is also cruel and tyrannical. Owing at least 
in part to these losses (JA 13.375-76), Josephus recounts iterate civil unrest (τῶν 
οἰκείων πρὸς αὐτὸν στασιασάντων) (JA 13.372) and the violence of the Jannaean 
response. Facing dissent while presiding in the temple, Jannaeus massacres six 
thousand opponents (ἐπὶ τούτοις ὀργισθεὶς κτείνει µὲν αὐτῶν περὶ ἑξακισχιλίους) (JA 
13.373). Following defeat by Obodas I, the Judaean people stage an uprising 
(ἐπιθεµένου τοῦ ἔθνους) (JA 13.376), at which stage Jannaeus kills a further fifty 
thousand, leading the nation to hate him further (µᾶλλον ἐµίσουν αὐτὸν) (JA 13.376). 
Throughout this time, in the style of a Hellenistic tyrant, Jannaeus maintains a 
mercenary force (JA 13.374), at times much larger than his native army (JA 13.377), 
to suppress sedition. Josephus claims that Jannaeus’s opponents invited Demetrius 
III’s invasion (JA 13.376), and even joined the Seleucid army to fight their king (JA 
13.378). Jannaeus’s cruelty towards the nation here reaches a peak (πάντων ὠµότατον 
ἔργον ἔδρασεν) (JA 13.378): having killed many Jews in battle (JA 13.378-79), he 
crucifies a further eight hundred in view of their wives and children, while feasting 
                                                
 
15 Scholars have offered various dates including 85 BCE (Atkinson: 2011 20), sometime after 85 BCE 
(Patrich: 1990, 185 note 76), and 82 BCE (Healey: 2001, 30; Bowerstock: 1994, 25). The matter likely 
depends on the date for the loss of Damascus by Antiochus XII to Aretas III. The latest, known 
Damascene issues of Antiochus XII are dated SE 230 (SC 2472a) giving us a potential terminus post 
quem of 83/2 BCE for the city’s capture by Aretas III. If we suppose Aretas III did not simultaneously 
engage Jannaeus and Antiochus XII, then a possible timeline sees Aretas III taking Damascus over 
83/2-82/1 BCE and defeating Jannaeus sometime around 82-80 BCE. For numismatic evidence on the 
Damascene mint, see: Arthur Houghton and Arnold Spaer, ‘New Silver Coins of Demetrius III and 
Antiochus XII at Damascus’, SM 40, no. 157 (1990): 1–5; Oliver D. Hoover, ‘A Revised Chronology 
for the Late Seleucids at Antioch (121/0-64 BC)’, HIST Geschichte 56, no. 3 (2007): 280–301; 
Houghton, Hoover, and Veselý (2008). 
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with his concubines (JA 13.380). Josephus makes some attempt to rationalise 
Jannaeus’s cruelty, noting the people’s harsh treatment of the king (τε µυρία εἰς ὕβριν 
αὐτοῦ καὶ ἐπήρειαν πραξόντων) (JA 13.382), but concludes that Jannaeus’s cruelty 
was excessive (ὠµότητος ὑπερβολὴν) (13.383). By summary, Josephus portrays 
Jannaeus as a cruel military ruler, whose successive defeats and domestic hostility 
endanger his life and rule (κινδύνου ψυχῆς τε πέρι καὶ βασιλείας) (JA 13.381). 
 
1.3.1.3 83-76 BCE 
Josephus offers few details for the final years of Jannaean rule following the defeat by 
Aretas III. Having either killed or forced his domestic enemies into exile (JA 13.383), 
Jannaeus is well received in his final years for capturing cities in Transjordan (διὰ τὴν 
εὐπραγίαν δεχοµένων) (JA 13.394). In terms of politics, Jannaeus brings charges 
(ἐγκαλῶν) against a governor (ἄρχων) (JA 13.394) of Gamla, and removes him from 
office. Jannaeus dies of fever and drinking while on a campaign, and leaves power to 
his wife, who enjoys popularity owing to her misgivings with Jannaeus’s crimes (διὰ 
τὸ δοκεῖν ἐφ᾿ οἷς ὁ ἀνὴρ αὐτῆς ἐξήµαρτε δυσχεραίνειν) (JA 13.407). In this way, 
Josephus assigns the downfall of the Judaean polity to Jannaeus and his legacy (JA 
13.431-32): the absence of an effectual male heir (JA 13.430) and internecine conflict, 
which bring the independent Jewish constituency to its end. 
 
1.3.1.4 Synkellos and the Talmud 
We have no surviving sources comparable with 1 Maccabees and Josephus in terms 
of coverage, but will detail here two later and less complete sources. The eighth-
century chronologer George Synkellos offers a brief account of Jannaeus’s character 
and military encounters with Cleopatra III, Antiochus XII, Nabataeans and 
Ituraeans.16 Debate continues as to whether Synkellos preserves an independent non-
                                                
 
16 William Adler and Paul Tuffin, The Chronology of George Synkellos: A Byzantine Chronicle of 
Universal History from the Creation (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002), 427-8.  
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Josephan source, or is rather a fragmented or muddled periphrasis.17  Jannaeus is 
perhaps confused with his brother and predecessor Aristobulus, whom Synkellos 
omits, when described as having murdered his brothers and relations. This is 
significant, as Synkellos identifies this familial massacre as the cause of the civil 
uprising, where Josephus does not make the cause explicit (ἐπανέστη γὰρ αὐτῷ τὸ 
ἔθνος) (JA 13.372). Like Josephus, Synkellos describes Jannaeus as quick to anger, 
arrogant and savagely fierce ( Ἰανναῖος ὀξὺς καὶ ὑβριστὴς καὶ ἀγριώτατος ἠ̃ν σφόδρα) 
(Chron. Dindorf 294D) and repeats Josephus’s remark (JA 13.383) that the king 
attracted the epithet Θρακίδας or ‘Cossack’ (Chron. Dindorf 294D).18 On chronology, 
the differences between the lists of Jannaean cities (JA 13.395-97) are of minor 
concern (e.g., Josephus omits Philoteria). Synkellos records a more successful and 
active period for Jannaeus in his final years: Jannaeus is victorious against Antiochus 
XII and also sieges Tyre, which is absent from the Josephan account. The extent to 
which this reveals Synkellos’s confusion or an anti-Jannaean bias in the possible 
Josephan source, Nicolaus, is uncertain. 
 
An incident involving a Pharisaic dispute with Hyrcanus I (JA 13.288-98) is 
reattributed to Jannaeus in a Baraita (b. Qiddušin 66a).19 Minor differences include 
the names and sectarian allegiance of the two principal plaintiffs, and also whether the 
claim of impurity, on account of the king’s mother being a captive, was proven false 
(Josephus) or not sustained (Talmud). More crucially for our purposes, the 
                                                
 
17 A debate traceable to Heinrich Gelzer’s proposal that Synkellos contains the lost Jewish history by 
Justus of Tiberias. More recently, and with regards to Jannaeus in particular, Rajak has argued for 
Synkellos’s accounts as deriving from Josephus. Seth Schwartz is more circumspect, pointing to 
differences in the lists of Jannaean cities and the omission of Jannaeus’s immediate predecessor 
Aristobulus I from Synkellos’s account. Heinrich Gelzer, Sextus Julius Africanus und die byzantinische 
Chronographie (Leipzig: B.G. Teubner, 1880); Tessa Rajak, ‘Justus of Tiberias’, CQ 23, no. 2 (1973): 
345–68; Seth Schwartz, ‘Georgius Syncellus’s Account of Ancient Jewish History’, Proceedings of the 
World Congress of Jewish Studies Division B Vol. II (1989): 1–8. 
18 Wilhelm Dindorf, Georgius Syncellus et Nicephorus Cp. (Bonn: Weber, 1829). 
19  Vered Noam, ‘The Story of King Jannaeus (b. Qiddušin 66a): A Pharisaic Reply to Sectarian 
Polemic’, HTR 107, no. 1 (2014): 31–58. 
32 
 
reattribution of the dispute in the Talmud to Jannaeus means the challenge of 
Jannaean authority is provided as the cause of the Jannaean massacre of Pharisees.  
 
1.3.2 Interpretations: Jannaeus as tyrant 
A large part of twentieth-century Judaean scholarship makes generalised inferences 
from these sources to attribute components of a militaristic patrimony to Jannaean 
Judaea: namely, the monism of absolute monarchical authority; the definition of state 
power in terms of coercive dominance; and the subduction of private and bureaucratic 
offices under the autocratic personality of the king. This is succinctly evinced in 
Hengel’s definition of Jannaeus as a ‘cruel tyrant’ who was typical of ‘Hellenistic 
oriental potentates of his time’.20 Similarly, Samuel Eddy shows this approach when 
he defines Hasmonaean political organisation in terms of ‘a centralised king, who 
administered army, territory, revenues and religious personnel’.21 For Eddy, the royal 
inscriptions on Jannaean coinage evince a patrimonial structure of statehood where 
‘state and money were now the king’s’.22 The coercive monopolisation of power by 
the king is central to Eddy’s model.23 He offers only a vague sketch of state structures 
beyond the king, suggesting that land taxes and custom duties must have existed to 
support the army. Eddy’s uncritical acceptance of the Josephan focus on monarchical 
power, militarism, and internal dissent also characterises some subsequent 
historiography. Rappaport thus argues that Hasmonaean monarchs increasingly 
approximated Hellenistic kingship, which meant the ruler’s assumption of ‘absolute 
power’ over military organisation, economic legislation, and judicial administration.24 
                                                
 
20 Martin Hengel, The ‘Hellenization’ of Judaea in the First Century after Christ (London: SCM Press, 
1989), 33. 
21 Samuel K. Eddy, The King Is Dead: Studies in the Near Eastern Resistance to Hellenism 334-31 
B.C. (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1961), 238-39. 
22 Eddy (1961), 241. 
23 Eddy (1961), 239, 246. 
24 Rappaport (1989), 8, 6-7; Uriel Rappaport, ‘The Connection between Hasmonean Judaea and the 
Diaspora’, in Jewish Identities in Antiquity: Studies in Memory of Menahem Stern, ed. Lee I. Levine 
and Daniel R. Schwartz (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2009). 
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Likewise, Schäfer promotes state centralisation of military power by a despotic ruler 
as evidence of the increasingly Hellenistic state under Hyrcanus I and Jannaeus.25  
 
Abraham Schalit pays more attention to Jannaean state infrastructure, considering 
possible administrative regions and agricultural settlement policy. Yet, his basic 
definition of Judaean political organisation is as ‘a closed, aristocratic body 
administering the affairs of the country’.26 Jannaeus sought to ‘suppress every other 
power in the state’ and be an ‘absolute monarch’, forming a state that 
programmatically enacted ‘cruel exploitation of the people for the political and 
military needs of the Hasmonaean rulers’. 27  Solomon Zeitlin likewise views 
Hasmonaean political organisation as a kind of militaristic patrimony. He defines the 
state in terms of tyranny and violence. The Hasmonaeans were a ‘ruling house which 
was autocratic, self-seeking and widely despised’. 28  Processes of political 
development in Judaea are coercive: Jannaeus is motivated by ‘the cause of the 
expansion of Judaea’. 29  
 
Autocratic modelling based on a literal reading of Josephus is not exclusive to 
twentieth-century scholarship. Chris Seeman’s modelling of Judaean political 
organisation in terms of the Hasmonaeans’s ‘dynastic ambitions’, ‘royal pretension’ 
and ‘coercive force’ elicits the features of a militaristic patrimony.30 Hasmonaean 
state activity is militaristic and a function of the whims of the leader: hence, Jannaeus 
                                                
 
25 Schäfer (2003), 65, 70. 
26 Abraham Schalit, ‘Domestic Politics and Political Institutions,’ in The World History of the Jewish 
People: Society and Religion in the Second Temple Period, ed. Michael Avi-Yonah and Zvi Baras, vol. 
6 (London: W.H. Allen, 1976), 292. 
27 Schalit (1976), 266. 
28 Solomon Zeitlin, The Rise and Fall of the Judean State: A Political, Social and Religious History of 
the Second Commonwealth. 332 B.C.E.- 37 C.E., vol. 2 (Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society of 
America, 1969), 317. 
29 Solomon Zeitlin, ‘Queen Salome and King Jannaeus Alexander: A Chapter in the History of the 
Second Jewish Commonwealth’, JQR 51, no. 1 (1960): 8. 
30 Chris Seeman, Rome and Judea in Transition: Hasmonean Relations with the Roman Republic and 
the Evolution of the High Priesthood (New York: Peter Lang, 2013), 219. 
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‘indulge[s] his appetite for conquest’ and is the nation’s ‘master’ and ‘sovereign’.31 
The Judaean monarch’s control of territories is total, and omission of Roman 
diplomatic contact is understood by Seeman as a deliberate policy as opposed to a 
sign of Hasmonaean weakness. 32  In brief, Seeman regards Hasmonaean state 
processes as essentially military, and political organisation is defined by the personal 
ambitions of the ruling family. 
 
Edward Dąbrowa’s detailed contributions to the study of Judaean political 
organisation warrant particular attention. 33 He gives especial attention to Josephus’s 
record of Jannaean military activity and acts of cruelty towards the people. Militaristic 
patrimony is implicit in Dąbrowa’s account, and an uncritical exegesis of textual data 
is apparent in his acceptance of ‘Alexander’s brutality’.34 Dąbrowa puts the personal 
ambitions of the monarch at the centre of Judaean political organisation. He conceives 
the state in personal terms as the household of the Hasmonaeans, who are motivated 
by ‘vested dynastic interests’ and a ‘drive to Judaise… [and to cause] the religious 
homogeneity of their state’.35 He asserts that there is ‘no doubt that the structure of the 
state created by the Hasmonaeans was thoroughly subordinated to the needs of their 
rule’ and surmises internal dissent as ‘opposition to the vastness of power they [the 
Hasmonaeans] combined in their hands’. 36 Dąbrowa concludes that there is 
insufficient evidence for the existence and function of a Judaean political council, and 
that it is ‘purely speculative’ to translate the םידוהיה רבח on Hasmonaean coin 
inscriptions as such a council. 37 He consequently defines military, political and legal 
organisation as prerogatives of the Hasmonaean king.38  
                                                
 
31 Seeman (2013), 221, 230. 
32 Seeman (2013), 229, 230. 
33  Edward Dąbrowa, The Hasmoneans and Their State: A Study in History, Ideology, and the 
Institutions (Kraków: Jagiellonian University Press, 2010), 105-66. 
34 Dąbrowa, Hasmoneans and Their State (2010), 92. 
35 Dąbrowa, Hasmoneans and Their State (2010), 151; Edward Dąbrowa, ‘The Hasmoneans and the 
Religious Homogeneity of Their State’, SJC 8 (2010):11. 
36 Dąbrowa, Hasmoneans and Their State (2010), 104, 173. 
37 Dąbrowa, Hasmoneans and Their State (2010), 110. 
38 Dąbrowa, Hasmoneans and Their State (2010), 112. 
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Considering the absence of Hasmonaean city foundations and the nature of their 
administration of acquired territories, Dąbrowa defines Judaean polity formation in 
terms of a power dialectic between the king’s ‘desire for absolute rule’, and 
conquered peoples’ desire for independence.39 In particular, under Jannaeus, Judaean 
political organisation is determined by ‘Alexander’s brutality’, through ‘conqueror-
imposed religious practice’ and a personal ‘preoccupation with expansionis[m]… 
which occupied an exceptional place in his [Jannaeus’s] mind’.40 In considering the 
war with Cleopatra III and Ptolemy IX, Dąbrowa assigns Jannaeus the central 
position. He takes Jannaeus as the precipitating aggressor, who assumed the initiative 
of conquest against Ptolemais. 41  Military and fiscal policies are reconstructed as 
expressions of the ruler’s psychology, such as a ‘ruthless[ness]’, ‘rapacity’, and 
‘opportun[ism] to increase personal wealth’.42 As such, the state is modelled akin to a 
militaristic patrimony: political organisation is determined by the ruler’s personal 
direction and managed by force. 
 
Dąbrowa’s model is weakened by generalisation and occasional venture into 
apologetics. Among apologetic claims lacking historical support, we might note his 
assertion that Hasmonaean ‘income was so vast’ that it ‘truly astonished’ an envoy 
from the Seleucid Antiochus VII.43 Similarly, he argues that the Hasmonaean rulers 
were admired and influential, and that they engendered widespread imitation of their 
palace’s bath complex.44 Despite the absence of secure data on the size or skill of 
Judaean forces and training methods, Dąbrowa concludes that the Judaean army was 
‘numerous, well organized and trained’.45 In the same way, despite the lack of data on 
domestic income during the period, Dąbrowa asserts that ‘tangible economic benefits 
                                                
 
39 Dąbrowa, Hasmoneans and Their State (2010), 150. 
40 Dąbrowa, Hasmoneans and Their State (2010), 92-93. 
41 Dąbrowa, Hasmoneans and Their State (2010), 86-87. 
42 Dąbrowa, Hasmoneans and Their State (2010), 91, 157-58. 
43 Dąbrowa, Hasmoneans and Their State (2010), 152. 
44 ‘Such a large rise at the time in popularity… cannot be simple coincidence’: Dąbrowa, Hasmoneans 
and Their State (2010) 111, 92, 160.  
45 Dąbrowa, Hasmoneans and Their State (2010), 160. 
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were shared by the entire Judaean society’.46 In sum, his reconstruction of Judaean 
political organisation coerces fragmentary data into an unlikely and idyllic model of 
‘genuine support… and loyalty of the Judaean population’ with a ‘strong and 
effective’ army and ‘not overly restrictive’ taxation.47 Apologetics and generalised 
inferences make his reconstruction difficult to accept. 
 
1.3.2.1 Evaluation 
The above models of Hasmonaean tyranny are undermined by a tropical theorisation 
of Hellenistic kingship, an instrumentalist approach to religion and culture, and a 
literal reading of historical sources. Above all, the approach is reductivist. It risks 
collapsing the variety of social forces and regional variance into a footnote to 
Hasmonaean kingship. In part, this is because scholars have not corrected for the 
narrative focus on monarchy in our documentary sources. Historians need to widen 
the use of data beyond 1 Maccabees and Jewish Antiquities 13. One example is 
illustrative: Zeitlin describes Jannaeus’s military activity around Ptolemais as an 
effort to establish a glass manufacturing base. In so doing, he uncritically accepts 
Josephus’s account of sand availability around Ptolemais (BJ 2.10.2). Yet, Josephus 
falls short of reporting active glass manufacture on site during the period. Indeed, 
archaeologists date the earliest glass manufacturing sites in the region to the Roman 
period.48 A critical and integrated literary and archaeological approach thus calls into 
question Zeitlin’s reconstruction of Jannaeus’s interaction with Ptolemais. 
 
Second, the concept of the omnipotent military chief has receded from prominence in 
wider Hellenistic studies. This sets Hasmonaean scholarship at a disjunction to 
                                                
 
46 Dąbrowa, Hasmoneans and Their State (2010), 110-11. 
47 Dąbrowa, Hasmoneans and Their State (2010), 186, 163, 154. 
48  Gorin-Rosen Yael, ‘The Ancient Glass Industry in Israel: Summary of the Finds and New 
Discoveries’, in La route du verre: ateliers primaires et secondaires du second millénaire av. J.-C. au 
Moyen Âge, ed. M. D. Nenna (Lyon: Maison de l’Orient Méditerranéen, 2000); Patrick Degryse and R. 
B. Scott, ‘The Archaeology and Archaeometry of Natron Glass Making’, in Glass Making in the 
Greco-Roman World: Results of the ARCHGLASS Project, ed. Patrick Degryse (Leuven: Leuven 
University Press, 2014). Cf. Strabo Geo 16.2.25, who mentions Ptolemais in relation to glass working 
and production, following Pliny (Natural Hist. 35.65-66). 
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broader Hellenistic political anthropology. Hellenistic historians increasingly view 
state societies as dynamic or ‘enstructured’ social networks: that is, agency and 
structure are understood as inseparable, and hence organisational behaviour is 
approached as embedded in societal structure.49 Key here is a movement away from 
structural functionalism, which saw the varied parts of society moving in concert to 
maintain coherence. In addition, the decline of processual methods in materialist 
research, which sought grand theories to explain universal social processes, has 
reasserted the need for contingent, bottom-up research of individual societies. In this 
way, Hellenistic historians have moved away from the elite-focused and top-down 
frameworks common in Judaean political history, and instead make especial effort to 
model the wider political powers in society. In this sense, the ruler-centric approach 
of the above scholarship is at a methodological lag with wider Hellenistic political 
research. 
 
1.4 Themes from the sources 2: religious nationalism (1 Maccabees and 
Jewish Antiquities 13) 
Accounts of coercive proselytisation, religious exclusivism, and the reclamation of 
biblical territory in 1 Maccabees and Jewish Antiquities 13 have elicited attention 
from historians interested in Hasmonaean political organisation. Generalised 
inferences have been made from these reports to define the Judaean polity in ruler-
centric and militaristic terms. We discuss here those literary sources relating to 
compulsory Judaisation of Ituraeans, Idumaeans and Galilaeans, and more broadly the 
sources attesting to Hasmonaean religious nationalism.  
 
                                                
 
49 Anthony Giddens, Central Problems in Social Theory (Berkeley, C.A.: University of California 
Press, 1979), 69ff; Anthony Giddens, The Constitution of Society: Outline of the Theory of 
Structuration (Berkeley, C.A.: University of California Press, 1984), chapters 5-6; H. Martin Wobst, 
‘Agency in (Spite of) Material Culture’, in Agency in Archaeology, ed. Marcia-Anne Dobres and John 
E. Robb (Abingdon: Routledge, 2000); Richard Whittington, ‘Giddens, Structuration Theory and 
Strategy as Practice’, in Cambridge Handbook of Strategy as Practice, ed. Damon Golsorkhi et al. 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010). 
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1.4.1.1 Mattathias, Judas, Simon 
1 Maccabees describes how, as early as the Maccabaean Revolt, Mattathias and 
followers circumcised boys by force (ἐν ἰσχύι) within Israel (ἐν ὁρίοις Ισραηλ) (1 
Macc 2.46).50 Forced Judaisation seems to emerge in 1 Maccabees as a response to 
apostates who have removed their circumcision (ἐποίησαν ἑαυτοῖς ἀκροβυστίας) (1 
Macc 1.15), but develops to form part of the Hasmonaeans’s broader ideological or 
rhetorical identity. 51  Hasmonaean supporters are called to rescue the law 
(ἀντελάβοντο τοῦ νόµου) (1 Macc 2.48) and honour the ancestral covenant with zeal 
for the law (ζηλώσατε τῷ νόµῳ) (1 Macc 2.50).52 In 2 Maccabees, the Hasmonaean 
patriarch Judas is presented as a defender of the Jewish people against Gentile 
persecution: Judas kills untold numbers of Gentiles in Jericho (ἀµυθήτους ἐποιήσαντο 
σφαγὰς) (2 Macc 12.16) and exacts revenge for drowned Jews in Joppa and Jamnia by 
razing the cities (2 Macc 12.1-9). 2 Maccabees culminates in the defeat of the Jewish 
persecutor, the ungodly Nicanor (δυσσεβοῦς) (2 Macc 15.33), as the Jews rejoice in 
the voice (or ‘language’) of their ancestors (τῇ πατρίῳ φωνῇ) (2 Macc 15.29).53 
 
1.4.1.2 Hyrcanus I 
For Hyrcanus I and later Hasmonaeans, the principal source is Josephus. We might 
also consider the closing remarks in 1 Maccabees as pertaining to Hyrcanus, for 
whom this text is presented as contemporary (1 Macc 15.23-24). 54 There, Simon 
                                                
 
50 Steven Weitzman, ‘Forced Circumcision and the Shifting Role of Gentiles in Hasmonean Ideology’, 
HTS 92, no. 1 (1999): 43-4; Benedikt Eckhardt, ‘“An Idumean, That Is, a Half-Jew” Hasmoneans and 
Herodians between Ancestry and Merit’ (Leiden: Brill, 2012), 109.  
51  Premised on an understanding that 1 Macc 1.15 and 2.46 means that the first compulsory 
circumcisions were directed at apostate Jews: cf. Weitzman (1999), 45; Chapman (2006), 141. 
52 In this way, adopting as models the post-Exodus dispossession of Gentiles (Deut 7.1-26) and the 
example of Phinehas (Num 25.7-13; Sir 45.23; 1 Macc 2.24). 
53 Cf. Judas’s military pact with nomads in 2 Macc 12.12 and peace with Scythopolis in 2 Macc 12.30-
31. 
54 Joseph Sievers, The Hasmoneans and Their Supporters: From Mattathias to the Death of John 
Hyrcanus I (Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars Press, 1990), 143; Edward Dąbrowa, ‘Religion and Politics under 
the Hasmoneans’, in Altertum und Mittelmeerraum: die antike Welt diesseits und jenseits der Levante: 
Festschrift für Peter W. Haider zum 60. Geburtstag (Stuttgart: F. Steiner, 2006), 117 (note that 
Dąbrowa’s referencing in p. 117 note 32 should read 1 Macc 15.33-34). 
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forcefully reclaims ancestral lands (ἀντεχόµεθα τῆς κληρονοµίας τῶν πατέρων ἡµῶν) 
(1 Macc 15.34) and fights for Israel (ἐπολεµήσαµεν τοὺς πολέµους Ισραηλ) (1 Macc 
16.2). On Hyrcanus’s Judaisation policies, the accounts differ. 55  For Strabo, the 
acculturation of Idumaeans under Hyrcanus was not necessarily compulsory 
(προσεχώρησαν τοῖς Ἰουδαίοις καὶ τῶν νοµίµων τῶν αὐτῶν ἐκείνοις ἐκοινώνησαν) 
(Geography 16.2.34). In contrast, a certain historian called Ptolemy, recorded in 
Ammonius’s De Adfinium Vocabulorum Differentia, writes that the Idumaeans were 
conquered and forced into circumcision (κρατηθέντες… καὶ ἀναγκασθέντες 
περιτέµνεσθαι) and called Jews (ἐκληθησαν Ἰουδαῖοι).56 Josephus similarly describes 
circumcision under duress as part of Hyrcanus’s capture of Idumaean territories. 
Residents of conquered territories must live as Jews or be expelled (τὴν περιτοµὴν καὶ 
τὴν ἄλλην τοῦ βίου δίαιταν ὑπέµειναν τὴν αὐτὴν Ἰουδαίοις ποιήσασθαι (JA 13.257). 
Josephus attributes the same policy to Hyrcanus’s successor, Aristobulus, in his 
military action against the Ituraeans (JA 13.318-19). 
 
1.4.1.3 Jannaeus 
The degree to which Jannaeus’s conquests may be described as religio-nationalist, and 
especially the extent to which he entertained a policy of enforced Judaisation, has 
attracted a range of scholarly interpretation. Much discussion is concerned with 
Josephus’s list of cities held by Jannaeus, in which Josephus explains that Pella was 
destroyed for not adopting Jewish traditions (ταύτην δὲ κατέσκαψαν οὐχ 
ὑποσχοµένων τῶν ἐνοικούντων ἐς τὰ πάτρια τῶν Ἰουδαίων ἔθη µεταβαλεῖσθαι) (JA 
13.397). Josephus only explicitly discusses religious exclusivism by Jannaeus in 
                                                
 
55 On the differences see Cohen (1999), 110-19; but cf. Weitzman (1999) and Kai Trampedach, ‘The 
War of the Hasmoneans’, in Dying for the Faith, Killing for the Faith: Old-Testament Faith-Warriors 
(1 and 2 Maccabees) in Historical Perspective, ed. Gabriela Signori (Leiden: Brill, 2012), 72-73, who 
dispute the extent of disagreement between the sources. 
56  Menahem Stern, Greek and Latin Authors on Jews and Judaism Vol. 1 (Jerusalem: The Israel 
Academy of Sciences and Humanities, 1974), 355-56 #146. 
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relation to Pella, but arguments from silence are not conclusive. 57 Perhaps Josephus’s 
account of Jannaeus’s sacking of Gaza (JA 13.362-64) is more informative on the 
ideological, or at least rhetorical, context of Jannaeus’s military activity. Josephus, or 
his source, makes some effort to model Jannaeus’s conquest of Gaza after Samson 
(Judges 16). Both Samson and Jannaeus slaughter vast numbers (JA 13.397; Jdg 
16.30) of the city’s rulers while they shelter in their temple (βουλευτῶν in JA 13.363; 
σατράπαι in Alexandrinus and recensions; ἄρχοντες in Vaticanus Jdg 16.27). 
Jannaeus tears down the city (ἐπικατασκάψας) (JA 13.364) just as Samson caved in 
their temple (ἔκλινεν ἐν ἰσχυι in Alexandrinus and recensions; ἐβάσταξεν ἐν ἰσχυι in 
Vaticanus Jdg 16.30). Indeed, Jannaeus’s first act upon succeeding Aristobulus, 
according to Josephus (JA 13.324), is to attack Ptolemais and the coastal cities 
belonging to the tyrannical pretender Zoilus (τυραννίδι ἐπιχειρῶν) (JA 13.326). In this 
way, the invasion of Ptolemais sees Jannaeus fulfil, as his first act, the ambitions of 
Judas and Simon (1 Macc 15.14, 22; JA 12.334), and capture the seat of Seleucid 
                                                
 
57  Josephus’s claim that Jannaeus destroyed Pella for resisting Judaisation has inspired a range of 
scholarly responses. Daniel Schwartz questions the historicity of the Judaisation of Pella. He notes 
internal contradiction by Josephus, omission from Nicolaus’ list, some textual witnesses that omit the 
‘οὐχ’, and the geographic incoherence of Pella in a list of Moabite conquests. On the other hand, 
Edward Dąbrowa suggests that enforced Judaisation might have been commonplace and unremarkable 
by the time of Jannaeus, such that only Pella warranted mention for its especial resistance. Honora 
Chapman follows Steven Weitzman, who argues for a ‘complex process of cultural coalescence’. That 
is, Hasmonaean rulers sought to present the assimilation of Gentiles as a religious issue, but in reality it 
was for economic and military reasons. Tessa Rajak rejects mass circumcision in Pella, and proposes 
instead a ‘Judaization of the city’s organs of government’, although it is not clear what she thinks 
Judaised political organs might look like. Some distinction between Jannaeus’s action in Pella and the 
parallel accounts of his predecessors in Idumaea and Ituraea might be explained by Michael Fuller’s 
observation that Idumaeans and Ituraeans were understood as distantly related to Judaeans, unlike the 
Gentiles in Pella. Daniel R. Schwartz, ‘Yannai and Pella, Josephus and Circumcision’, DSD 18, no. 3 
(2011): 339–59; Dąbrowa, ‘Religious Homogeneity’ (2010), 77; Chapman (2006), 142-43; Weitzman 
(1999), 59; Tessa Rajak, ‘The Jews under Hasmonean Rule’, in The Cambridge Ancient History 
Volume 9: The Last Age of the Roman Republic, 146–43 BC, ed. J. A. Crook, Andrew Lintott, and 
Elizabeth Rawson, 2nd ed. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994), 293; Michael E. Fuller, 
The Restoration of Israel: Israel’s Re-Gathering and the Fate of the Nations in Early Jewish Literature 
and Luke-Acts (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2006), 126 note 83. 
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diplomacy from the time of 1 Maccabees (1 Macc 11.22). According to the second-
century CE Megillat Ta’anit, natives of Strato’s Tower were expelled and Jannaeus 
resettled the city with Jews. 58  
 
1.4.2 Interpretation: religious nationalism  
A general inference of religious exclusivism, Judaisation, and nationalist aggression 
from these sources has seen a considerable body of historiography assert a definition 
of the Hasmonaean state as essentially militaristic. In addition, uncritical adoption of 
the sources’ monadic focus on the Hasmonaean leader has supported patrimonial 
reconstructions of Judaean political organisation. This is especially true of early 
twentieth-century models of Hasmonaean statehood. Many historians of this period 
define the Hasmonaean state by its military programme, which sees a dominating 
ruler committed to coercive proselytisation of the ancestral homeland. Emile Schürer 
epitomises this approach by defining Jannaeus’s militarism as the ‘annihilation’ of 
non-Jewish culture: he argues that conquered territories were forcefully converted or 
razed.59 Similarly, Menahem Stern asserts that there was a Hasmonaean policy of 
conquest and forced Judaisation, governed by the belief that Palestine was ‘the 
ancestral heritage of the Jewish nation’. 60  With Jannaeus, therefore, came the 
‘culmination of the Hasmonean era’, owing to the Jannaean state’s ‘military 
                                                
 
58 H. Lichtenstein, ‘Die Fastenrolle’, HUCA 8–9 (1931-32): 257-8; Lee I. Levine, ‘The Hasmonean 
Conquest of Strato’s Tower’, IEJ 24, no. 1 (1974): 63; Levey, Irving M. ‘Caesarea and the Jews’. 
Bulletin of the American Schools of Oriental Research Supplementary Studies 19 (1975): 45-46. 
59 Emil Schürer, Fergus Millar, and Geza Vermes, The History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus 
Christ, Revised Edition, vol. 1 (Edinburgh: Bloomsbury, 1973), 228. 
60 Menahem Stern, ‘The Hasmonean State’, in A History of the Jewish People, ed. Haim H. Ben-
Sasson, trans. George Weidenfeld and Nicolson Ltd (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 
1976), 218-19. 
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superiority’ and ‘accelerated expansion’.61 For Lee Levine, Hasmonaean statehood is 
essentialised by military power and territorial sovereignty. Levine makes frequent 
reference to ‘religio-nationalist fervour’ and ‘Jewish hegemony’ to defend a model of 
a Judaean state building as ‘restoring the Land of Israel to its former boundaries’.62 In 
sum, some scholars have subsumed the formal structures of Judaean state society 
under a religio-nationalist, military programme. As a result, Hasmonaean political 
organisation is defined in coercive terms: power is monopolised by a military dynast, 
whose legitimacy is rooted in ancestral custom and conquest. 
 
Some recent scholars are more circumspect about the historicity of religiously 
motivated aggression. Increasingly, efforts are being made to critically navigate the 
propagandistic or narrative agenda of the Josephan and 1 Maccabees accounts. Yet, 
some political historiography retains the focus on ruler and military that was dominant 
in the twentieth century. József Zsengellér and Torleif Elgvin approach the 
Hasmonaean state as a centralised military administration, defining Judaean sate 
society in terms of religious exclusivism, restoration of biblical territory, and political 
independence. 63  Zsengellér identifies, in his words, the ‘ideological policy’ of the 
                                                
 
61 Stern (1976), 221-22. Stern is more circumspect in a later article on the Jannaean period, noting the 
importance of the relative military strength of regional powers in determining Jannaeus’s political 
activities (p. 46) and reasonably concluding that Hasmonaean military resourcing was comparable to 
the Nabataeans, but not to the Seleucids or Ptolemies (p. 32). However, he continues to describe the 
Jannaean kingdom primarily in terms of opportunistic militarism (e.g., Jannaeus ‘extended his 
sovereignty’ and maintained his ‘political independence’, pp. 32-33). Stern (1981). 
62 Levine (1974), 66-69. 
63 Zsengellér and Elgvin do consider the practical implications of forced Judaisation and make some 
effort to account for narrative biases in 1 and 2 Maccabees. Zsengellér notes how ‘the techniques of 
execution and expulsion presented in these texts were not adequate... [because the Hasmonaeans’s] 
human resource was not enough to take possession of and to integrate a territory complex which is 
four-five times larger than Judaea itself’. Elgvin acknowledges the literary style and aims of the 
sources, where ‘Hasmonean state ideology developed in a dialectic process, where pro-Hasmonean 
voices responded to others who were critical to or stood at a distance from the new establishment’. 
József Zsengellér, ‘Being Jewish as the Controversial Ideology of the Hasmonean Political Power’, 
Special Issue: Political Power and Ideology in Early Judaism, BN 161, (2014): 61; Torleif Elgvin, 
‘Hasmonean State Ideology, Wars and Expansionism’, in Encountering Violence in the Bible, ed. 
Markus Philipp Zehnder and Hallvard Hagelia (Sheffield: Sheffield Phoenix Press, 2013), 57. 
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Hasmonaean state in the ‘religious cleansing’ and ‘mass-conversion’ of neighbouring 
lands and people. 64 Taking seriously the threat of Hellenisation to Jewish identity, he 
understands Judaisation as a real, historical phenomenon.65 Judaisation served the 
dynasty as both a religio-nationalist policy to protect Jewish tradition and also as 
support for their expansionism. As such, Zsengellér models the Judaean polity in 
terms of the ruler: Judaisation and religion are conceived instrumentally as tools to 
protect the family’s totalisation of political and military control.66 Elgvin displays a 
similarly literalist commitment to the sources when describing the Hasmonaean 
period as a time of ‘military expansionism and forced conversions, which fulfil 
messianic expectations of the… Jewish state’.67 His definition of Judaean statehood 
contains key elements of a militaristic patrimony. For him, societal and political 
powers are contained in the ruler, who maintains internal and external control through 
violence, and who is regarded as messianic fulfilment of ancestral promise.68  
 
Another interpretation of the Judaisation accounts has perceived a Hasmonaean policy 
of naturalisation through Jewish conversion. For Edward Dąbrowa, forceful 
conversion secured the extension of the Hasmonaean state. Compulsory Jewish 
dominion, he describes, was more effective than encouraging voluntary conversion in 
the construction of a Hasmonaean state.69 In this way, the Hasmonaean state differs 
from other Hellenistic states by virtue of its nationalist character and ideological 
                                                
 
64 József Zsengellér, ‘Maccabees and Temple Propaganda’, in The Books of the Maccabees: History, 
Theology, Ideology: Papers of the Second International Conference on the Deuterocanonical Books, 
Pápa, Hungary, 9-11 June, 2005, ed. Géza G. Xeravits and József Zsengellér (Leiden: Brill, 2007); 
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65 Zsengellér (2014), 53, 65. 
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67 Elgvin (2013), 52. 
68 Elgvin (2013), 52-53, 55-57, 62. 
69 Dąbrowa, ‘Religious Homogeneity’ (2010), 12. 
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commitment to a defined territory.70 In Dąbrowa’s analysis, Judaisation is akin to a 
constitutional programme of state formation, which creates a uniform citizenry 
through religious homogenisation. 71  Shaye Cohen and Honora Chapman have 
similarly associated Judaisation with Hellenistic citizenship, defining forced 
circumcision as a state formation strategy aimed at territorial expansion and internal 
stability.72 In these cases, a literal reading of Josephus and 1 and 2 Maccabees means 
that statehood is associated with centralised military power and the coercive 
expansion of Jewish sovereignty.  
 
Over a series of articles, Kai Trampedach constructs a model of the Hasmonaean state 
as a ‘Jewish theocracy’.73 In his view, the Hasmonaean state was a ruler-centric polity 
committed to religious conquest: in his words, the Hasmonaean state set out to be an 
‘ethnically and religiously homogenous realm… with the goal of Judaizing the 
                                                
 
70 Which he understands in religio-nationalist terms as the ‘lands that had once belonged to biblical 
Israel’: Dąbrowa, The Hasmoneans and Their State (2010), 115. See also: Edward Dąbrowa, ‘The 
Statutes of the King and the Hasmoneans: A Note’, SJC 6 (2008): 7–13; Edward Dąbrowa, ‘De 
l’assujetissement a l’independance. Observations sur les relations entre les Seleucides et les Maccabees 
(de 152 a env. 114 av. J.-C.)’, in Titulus: Studies in Memory Dr. Stanisław Kalita, ed. Edward Dąbrowa 
(Jagiellonian University Press, 2004). 
71 Dąbrowa (2006), 115. This instrumentalist approach to religion appears to concern Dąbrowa, who 
offers an apologetic gloss. He claims that although the Hasmonaeans ‘intentionally used religion as a 
state-integrating tool’, we should note that ‘religious aspect of their power was of great importance to 
them’ owing to their concerted ‘religious conviction’. Dąbrowa, Hasmoneans and Their State (2010), 
77, 105, 110. 
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University of California Press, 1999), 117-19, 125ff; Honora H. Chapman, ‘Paul, Josephus, and the 
Judean Nationalistic and Imperialistic Policy of Forced Circumcision’, ILU 11 (2006): 131–55. 
73 Kai Trampedach, ‘Between Hellenistic Monarchy and Jewish Theocracy: The Contested Legitimacy 
of Hasmonean Rule’, in The Splendors and Miseries of Ruling Alone: Encounters with Monarchy from 
Archaic Greece to the Hellenistic Mediterranean, ed. Nino Luraghi (Stuttgart: Franz Steiner Verlag, 
2013), 255. 
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promised land’. 74  Under Hyrcanus I and Jannaeus, power and wealth became so 
concentrated in the monarchy, which turned from the religious principles 
underpinning its authority, that civil unrest brought an end to the state. In stressing the 
centrality of the ruler and his military power, Trampedach’s model of Judaean 
political organisation shares principal elements of a militaristic patrimony. 
 
The dominance of the ruler in Trampedach’s model is evident from his emphasis on 
monarchy, theocracy and the military charisma of the king.75 For Trampedach, the 
Hasmonaean ruler’s power is personal: state elites are Hasmonaean beneficiaries, and 
Trampedach does not identify a competing private realm, independent bureaucracy, or 
constitution. 76  Society exists in a state of violent competition, both between 
neighbours and internally. Hence, political power is exercised and legitimised through 
military strength.77 The dual aspects of militaristic patrimony are thus apparent in 
Trampedach’s reconstruction. Sovereignty is defined by the Hasmonaean family, with 
their beneficiaries enjoying ‘highest authority’, ‘excessive wealth’, and ‘exploit[ing] 
the poor’.78 At the same time, the Hasmonaean polity is militaristic: Trampedach pays 
little attention to organisational processes beyond the destruction of pagan sites and 
the ‘ethnic cleansing and forced integration’ of conquered territories.79 
 
Trampedach is explicit on the historical reliability of the textual sources. He argues 
that forced circumcision and expulsion of Gentiles are not idiosyncratic 
embellishments of the author of 1 Maccabees, and instead takes seriously the ‘holy 
character’ of Hasmonaean militarism.80 This becomes Trampedach’s central conceit, 
supporting his reading of the Hasmonaeans as the ‘instrument for the salvation of 
Israel’. 81 For Trampedach, this means that the Judaean polity is coextensive with the 
                                                
 
74 Trampedach (2013), 238. 
75 Trampedach (2013), 255. 
76 Trampedach (2013), 246-47, 255. 
77 Trampedach (2012), 76-77. 
78 Trampedach (2013), 253, 247. 
79 Trampedach (2013), 255. 
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Judaean ruler, whose religiously-backed power is exercised by coercive force and the 
destruction of non-Jewish neighbours. Patrimonialism is an apt description for the 
political structure Trampedach detects under Hyrcanus I and Jannaeus. These rulers 
monopolise wealth and power, concentrating this with their benefices. Opposition 
arises against the Hasmonaean leaders’ inability to share ‘resources’, ‘authority’ and 
‘control [of] the state’s finances’.82 
 
1.4.2.1 Evaluation 
Hasmonaean scholars are increasingly moving away from generalised and literal 
readings of Jewish Antiquities 13 and 1 Maccabees. In particular, integration of 
archaeological data has led to a growing appreciation that Hasmonaean militarism 
cannot be interpreted as religio-nationalist destruction. As a result, scholars are 
increasingly rejecting Schürer-type reconstructions of Judaean foreign policy.  
 
Surveying a range of site reports, Israel Shatzman concludes that few settlements 
were permanently destroyed by the Hasmonaeans. The majority, including the coastal 
cities and sites in Transjordan captured by Jannaeus, experienced continued 
population and settlement through garrisoning and fortification.83 In the same way, 
Ze’ev Safrai’s archaeologically informed reading of Jewish Antiquities leads him to 
conclude against a uniform military policy. 84  He observers that no Hasmonaean 
destruction is evident among the more economically useful coastal cities such as 
Caesaraea, or in central Galilee, despite Josephus’s claims (JA 13.281).85 On the basis 
of JA 13.281, Samaria is often cited as having been totally destroyed. However, 
Josephus also notes the city as being intact at the time of Pompey (BJ 1.156), while 
excavations by Crawfoot et al. suggest there was only retaliatory damage to parts of 
                                                
 
82 Trampedach (2013), 253, 247. 
83 Israel Shatzman, Armies of the Hasmonaeans and Herod: From Hellenistic to Roman Frameworks 
(Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1991), 82, 91. 
84Ze’ev Safrai, ‘The Gentile Cities of Judea: Between the Hasmonean Occupation and the Roman 
Liberation’, in Studies in Historical Geography and Biblical Historiography: Presented to Zechariah 
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the city walls as opposed to wholesale destruction.86 Aryeh Kasher also stresses the 
practical difficulties associated with the accounts in 1 Maccabees and Josephus, 
suggesting that the mass expulsion of Gentiles is not only unlikely, but belied by 
stratigraphic data.87 On this point, Shimon Applebaum agrees, citing an argument 
from economic necessity, which recognises that supplying troops with income, food, 
equipment, and organisational capacity would have necessitated continued settlement 
and production in acquired territories. 88  Kasher and Cohen have also challenged 
uncritical readings of Jewish Antiquities 13, suggesting that Idumaeans and Ituraeans 
practised circumcision even before Hasmonaean involvement.89  
 
1.4.2.2 National monarchy: Regev 
Eyal Regev provides an alternative reading of ostensible religio-nationalism under the 
Hasmonaeans. He defines the Hasmonaeans as temple-focused religious leaders, who 
enjoyed a close, cooperative relationship with their citizens. He terms the Judaean 
political arrangement as a ‘national monarchy’, in distinction from ‘Hellenistic 
personal monarchy’.90 By this he means that Hasmonaeans were committed to the 
promotion of mutual societal benefit rather than self-promotion.  
                                                
 
86 Zekharyah Kalai, Gserson Galil and Moshe Weinfeld, Studies in Historical Geography and Biblical 
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For Regev, the defence of religio-national tradition was the central conceit of 
Hasmonaean political ideology. He proposes that the rulers ‘were first and foremost 
high priests, and as a possible consequence, kings’, and takes at face value the claim 
in 1 Maccabees that the Hasmonaeans were ‘religious leaders that had been pushed by 
the hand of God to rule the Jewish people’.91 Yet, for Regev, defence of Torah is not 
the only essential factor of the new Hasmonaean national monarchy.92 Regev also 
identifies a democratising mutuality and cooperative relationship between ruler and 
society. In his words, ‘unlike the Seleucids and Ptolemies, the Hasmonaeans argued 
that they ruled according to the will, consent and interest of their subjects’ and that 
‘the Hasmonaean state was established and built up with the help of their Jewish 
subjects’.93 Regev detects favourable attitudes towards Hasmonaean rule in some of 
the Qumranic and Josephan literature, and interprets anti-Gentile polemic and 
references to ancestral heritage in 1 Maccabees (e.g., 1 Macc 15.33-34) as evidence 
that Hasmonaean expansionism was performed for the benefit of the Judaean 
citizenry.94 He further argues that the Hasmonaean palace reflects the modesty of 
rulers who ‘claimed to represent the people’, while their public benefactions, pools, 
and gardens evince ‘the collective power… [and] reciprocal political relationship 
between the Hasmonaeans and their subjects’.95  
 
Regev’s model of a national monarchy involves a shift of terminology. He approaches 
Hasmonaean statehood not as a structure, but as an effect: in his words, as ‘an image 
of reality which in effect created a new sense of reality’.96 With reference to Benedict 
Anderson’s theory of imagined communities, Regev models the Hasmonaean state as 
a process within society and not as an abstract administrative unit. 97 He perceives the 
Judaean state as a nation, marked by territory, ethnic identity, a distinct political 
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ideology, and a close communion between the ruler and ruled. Consequently, the 
Hasmonaean rulers were ‘representatives of the Jews’ who ‘rule[d] on behalf of his 
people’: that is to say, Judaean political organisation took the form of a ‘national 
state’, in which ‘government and Jewish religiosity are one’.98  
 
Regev’s thesis is not rooted in empirical study, and reads more as an exercise in 
apologetics. My core difficulty is with his claim of popular Hasmonaean support and 
a cooperative power structure.99 He neglects to consider the propagandistic biases in 
pro-Hasmonaean literature, especially 1 Maccabees.100  He infers the Hasmonaean 
democratising policy in unsubstantiated ways, often against scholarly consensus. For 
example, Regev asserts that the Hasmonaean palaces were ‘modest’ and 
‘unpretentious’, and that the royal complex was more like a public feature than a 
personal luxury.101 Yet, there is no evidence that the palace was viewed by Judaeans 
as being modest, and the whole issue seems to me more subjective conjecture than 
historically accessible fact. Similarly, Regev claims that Hasmonaean ‘tradition and 
culture was based on the Hebrew Bible, as Ben Sira and 1 Maccabees show’.102 Yet, 
he makes no attempt to offer a coherent account of what a culture ‘based on the 
Hebrew Bible’ might comprise, especially given the absence of a fixed canon at the 
time of the Hasmonaeans.103  
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The apologetic character of Regev’s research is epitomised by his treatment of the 
ostensibly anti-Hasmonaean petition to Pompey (Diodorus Siculus Bib. Hist. 40.2; JA 
14.41-45) and the polemic in Psalms of Solomon 17.104 Both texts undermine Regev’s 
identification of a close relationship between Hasmonaean ruler and people. In both 
cases, Regev is unable to provide a robust counter. Regev accepts the historicity of the 
anti-Hasmonaean delegation to Pompey as reported in JA 14.41-45. In response, he 
downplays the event as a localised incident, and concludes that the event is not 
significant as ‘there are no signs of such opposition before this period’.105 Regev also 
takes Ps. Sol. 17 at face value, describing it as ‘the starkest criticism of Hasmonaean 
kingship’.106 Yet, he does not see this as critical owing to its alleged late date of 
composition.107 However, he provides no linguistic, literary or material evidence in 
defence of his dating. Regev does not mention Eckhardt’s useful critique of the 
historicity of the Josephan account and Ps. Sol. 17, which might have offered him 
some support. 108  
 
1.5 Themes from the sources 3: Hasmonaean Hellenisation (1 Maccabees 14, 
JA 14.149-55 and 247-55) 
Considerable interest has been paid to sources that detail the adoption of Hellenistic 
traits by the Hasmonaeans. We first consider the sources for Jannaeus’s predecessors. 
For Simon, Hasmonaean historians have focused on his declaration as leader of the 
people (ἡγούµενον αὐτῶν) (1 Macc 14.35). Possibly composed under Hyrcanus I or 
Jannaeus, this has been taken as evidence of the dynasty’s movement towards 
                                                
 
104 See especially: Regev (2013), 161-65. 
105 Regev (2013), 164-65. 
106 Regev (2013), 163. 
107 Regev is not without support: Atkinson makes a more detailed case for a post- Pompey dating for 
Ps. Sol. 17. Kenneth Atkinson, ‘Enduring the Lord’s Discipline’, in This World and the World to 
Come: Soteriology in Early Judaism, ed. Daniel M. Gurtner (London: T&T Clark, 2011). 
108 At Regev’s time of writing, only Eckhardt’s German article on Ps. Sol. 17 was available: Benedikt 
Eckhardt, ‘PsSal 17, die Hasmonäer und der Herodompeius’, JSJ 40 (2009): 465–92. More recently, 
see also Benedikt Eckhardt, ‘The Psalms of Solomon as a Historical Source’, in The Psalms of 
Solomon: Language, History, Theology, ed. Eberhard Bons and Patrick Pouchelle (Atlanta, Ga.: SBL 
Press, 2015). 
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Hellenistic kingship as a model of political organisation. For Hyrcanus I, scholars 
have identified two decrees from Athens and Pergamum as instructive on 
Hasmonaean Hellenism (JA 14.149-55; 14.247-55). We also detail some material 
evidence of Hellenisation under Jannaeus, such as the Doric style of his palace 
complex. 
 
1.5.1.1 Simon (1 Maccabees 14) 
1 Maccabees 14 recounts a public declaration establishing the structure of 
Hasmonaean political organisation. In the Seleucid year 170, (i.e., 140 BCE) (1 Macc 
14.27), after Simon retakes the citadel from Seleucid control (1 Macc 13.49-53), an 
assembly of priests, people, rulers and elders (ἱερέων καὶ λαοῦ καὶ ἀρχόντων ἔθνους 
καὶ τῶν πρεσβυτέρων τῆς χώρας) (1 Macc 14.28) declare Simon their leader and high 
priest (1 Macc 14.35). The decree records a range of titles for Simon. He is high priest 
(ἀρχιερέα) (1 Macc 14.35), and leader (ἡγούµενον) (1 Macc 14.35) in what seems be 
a military role (1 Macc 3.55; 13.8-9). He is also named governor (στρατηγόν) (1 
Macc 14.42), which is linked with authority and administration (1 Macc 14.42-43), in 
addition to ethnarch (ἐθνάρχης τῶν Ιουδαίων) (1 Macc 14.47), which Josephus 
defines as a head of state in all but name (ὡς ἂν πολιτείας ἄρχων αὐτοτελοῦς) (JA 
14.117). Something close to kingship is implied by possible dynastic inheritance (1 
Macc 14.25-26; 14.49), unequivocal authority (1 Macc 14.44), and the exclusive right 
to wear purple and a gold brooch (πόρπην χρυσῆν) (1 Macc 14.44), which is the mark 
of the Seleucid king’s favour in 1 Macc 10.89.109  
 
In content, this portrait of Simon parallels an image of Hellenistic kings. Simon is 
noted for personal strength, expansion of territory, personal benefactions, piety, and 
extension of prosperity. In this way, Simon secures singular command over civic, 
military, and religious organisation, as reflected by the image of kingship set out by 
                                                
 
109 Arie van der Kooij and E. Mary Smallwood interpret the decree as making Simon the king in all but 
name: Arie van der Kooij, ‘The Claim of Maccabean Leadership and the Use of Scripture’, in Jewish 
Identity and Politics Between the Maccabees and Bar Kokhba: Groups, Normativity, and Rituals, ed. 
Benedikt Eckhardt (Leiden: Brill, 2011), 32; E. Mary Smallwood, The Jews Under Roman Rule: From 
Pompey to Diocletian: A Study in Political Relations (Leiden: Brill, 1981), 4. 
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Theocritus (on Ptolemy II) or Appian (on Seleucus I).110 There are also similarities in 
form and structure between 1 Macc 14.25-49 and Greek royal and honorific 
decrees.111 Simon is rewarded as the publically honoured leader on the basis of his 
euergetism. With the nation threatened, Simon rises up (1 Macc 14.32) as a 
benefactor, who pays for troops (1 Macc 14.32) and brings prosperity (1 Macc 14.35-
36). His reward is a public declaration of leadership (1 Macc 14.25-26), which is 
displayed on bronze tablets (1 Macc 14.27), and recognised by major Hellenistic 
powers, including the Seleucid king (1 Macc 14.38), the Spartans (1 Macc 14.20), and 
Rome (1 Macc 14.40).  
 
1.5.1.2 Hyrcanus I (JA 14.149-55 and JA 14. 247-55) 
Two alleged decrees from Athens (JA 14.149-55) and Pergamum (JA 14.247-55) are 
recorded by Josephus. Scholars broadly agree that Josephus misattributes these 
documents to Hyrcanus II, and that they describe possible diplomatic activity under 
Hyrcanus I.112 The decrees cohere with the structure, language and content of Greek 
                                                
 
110 Michael M. Austin, The Hellenistic World from Alexander to the Roman Conquest: A Selection of 
Ancient Sources in Translation, 2nd ed. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006), #255 
(Ptolemy II), #57 (Seleucus I); Graham Shipley, The Greek World after Alexander 323 - 30 BC 
(London: Routledge, 2000), chapter 3. 
111 Jan Willem van Henten, ‘The Honorary Decree for Simon the Maccabee (1 Macc 14:25-49) in Its 
Hellenistic Context’, in Hellenism in the Land of Israel, ed. John J. Collins and Gregory E. Sterling 
(Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame, 2001); Jan Willem van Henten, ‘Royal Ideology: 1 and 2 
Maccabees and Egypt’, in Jewish Perspectives on Hellenistic Rulers, ed. Tessa Rajak et al. (Berkeley, 
C.A.: University of California Press, 2007); Gregg Gardner, ‘Jewish Leadership and Hellenistic Civic 
Benefaction in the Second Century B.C.E.’, JBL 126, no. 2 (2007): 327–43, cf. 336-37 for departures 
from Greek honorific inscriptions. 
112 The dating to Hyrcanus I is not treated here as it has been discussed exhaustively elsewhere, but is 
supported by the naming of Archon Agathocles (105 BCE) in JA 14.150 and a probable reference to 
the Seleucid Antiochus IX (114-95 BCE) in 14.249. This makes the senatus consultum in the 
Pergamum decree likely refer to that secured by Hyrcanus I in JA 13.259-66. Claude Eilers, ‘Forgery, 
Dishonesty, and Incompetence in Josephus’ “Acta”: The Decree of Athens (“AJ” 14.149-55)’, ZPE 166 
(2008): 211–17; Claude Eilers, ‘Diplomacy and the Integration of the Hasmonean State’, in Belonging 
and Isolation in the Hellenistic World, ed. Sheila L. Ager and Riemer A. Faber (Toronto: University of 
Toronto Press, 2013), 156-63; Gardner (2007), 337-39; Tessa Rajak, ‘Was There a Roman Charter for 
the Jews?’, SPRS 74 (1984): 114. 
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civic decrees, noting Hyrcanus I for his euergetism and asserting the diplomatic 
integration of Hasmonaean Judaea with the diplomatic sphere of Greek cities. The 
Athens decree relates how the people resolve to honour Hyrcanus I for his service and 
goodwill (JA 14.149-51). The Athenians publically announce (ἐν τῷ θεάτρῳ) (JA 
14.153) the construction of a bronze statue of Hyrcanus and the award of a crown, and 
they elect an envoy to convey their decision to the Hasmonaean king (JA 14.155). 
Both the content, portraying Hyrcanus as benefactor in an international diplomatic 
context, and the structure, namely the dating formula, list of officials, and the 
progression from motivation to dedication, replicate civic hortatory decrees.113  
 
Similarly, the Pergamum degree notes how a delegation from Hyrcanus, led by 
Theodorus, is received in the city during its return from the Roman Senate (JA 
14.252). Hearing the Senate’s recognition of Hyrcanus’s virtue and benefaction 
(ἀρετὴν καὶ µεγαλοψυχίαν) (JA 14.253), the city publically affirms its friendship with 
the Hasmonaean king, and sends its own envoy to Hyrcanus to express the friendship, 
while urging him to support the relationship in return (αὔξειν αὐτὸν τὴν πρὸς ἡµᾶς 
φιλίαν) (JA 14.254). Hyrcanus I is thus established in the international network of 
public display and monumentalism, inter-city diplomacy and friendship, and 
benefaction. His euergetism is publically recognised and honoured (JA 14.151; 
14.252-53) in the international arena of Greek cities and the Roman Senate. Of 
additional note in this regard is how Pergamum affirms an ancestral relationship with 
Abraham (JA 14.255), identifying Hasmonaean Judaea within the network of Greek 
ancestral relationships.114 Similarly, Hyrcanus’s delegation have Greek names, listed 
with their patronymics (Στράτωνα Θεοδότου, Ἀπολλώνιον Ἀλεξάνδρου, Αἰνείαν 
Ἀντιπάτρου, Ἀριστόβουλον Ἀµύντου, Σωσίπατρον Φιλίππου) (JA 14.248-49). 
 
                                                
 
113 Gardner (2007), 338-39; Eilers (2008), 212-13. 
114 E.g., Apollonia on Rhyndakos sends an envoy to reaffirm ancestral foundation ties with Miletos. 
Russell Meiggs and David M. Lewis, A Selection of Greek Historical Inscriptions to the End of the 
Fifth Century B.C. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1969), #58; John Ma, ‘Peer Polity Interaction in the 
Hellenistic Age’, PP 180, no. 1 (2002): 33.  
54 
 
1.5.1.3 Jannaeus’s Hellenisation 
Sources do not record delegations from Jannaeus, save for Josephus’s brief mention 
that Cleopatra makes an alliance with Jannaeus at Scythopolis (συµµαχίαν πρὸς αὐτὸν 
ἐποιήσατο) (JA 13.355). Yet, literary and material sources do record some social 
aspects of Hellenisation at the time of Jannaeus.115 We know from Josephus that 
Jannaeus’s brother, Aristobulus, took the epithet ‘philhellene’ (JA 13.318), while 
Jannaeus was known as Alexander (JA 13.320) and named in Greek on his coins. 
Beside the Greek royal title, some coins of Jannaeus carry a Greek date and Greek 
iconography. Types include the Seleucid anchor, the Ptolemaic double cornucopia, 
and the eight-ray star used by the Pontic Mithridates VI and the Armenian Tigranes II. 
At Wadi Qelt, Jannaeus constructed a palace in the Doric style, where Hellenistic 
style pottery has been found. According to Ehud Netzer, construction began under 
Hyrcanus I, but this dating has been undermined by numismatic, stratigraphic and 
ceramic analysis. 116  Jodi Magness and Renata Rosenthal-Heginbottom find no 
evidence for Netzer’s early date. As such, the tower and initial building (Netzer’s 
Stages 1 and 2) could be attributed to Jannaeus, together with the fortified building, 
gardens, and pool complex with pavilion hall (Netzer’s Stages 3 and 4).117 Among 
Hellenistic features, the walls of the palace are decorated with frescoes and coloured 
stuccoes.118 Orit Peleg-Barkat has also discussed the pavilion’s peripteros, with a 
four-sided, rectangular arcade surrounded by a Doric colonnade. 119  Rosenthal-
                                                
 
115 Hengel (1989), chapter 4; Rajak (1994), 296-99. 
116 Ehud Netzer, ‘The Winter Palaces of the Judean Kings at Jericho at the End of the Second Temple 
Period’, BASOR 288 (1977): 1–13; Ehud Netzer, ‘The Hasmonean and Herodian Winter Palaces at 
Jericho’, IEJ 25, no. 2/3 (1975): 89–100. 
117 Jodi Magness, ‘Review: Hasmonean and Herodian Palaces at Jericho: Final Reports of the 1973-
1987 Excavations Vol III: The Pottery’, DSS 10, no. 3 (2003): 420–28; Renate Rosenthal-Heginbottom, 
‘Review: Ceramics from Jericho and Masada’, IEJ 59, no. 1 (2009): 92–99. 
118 Netzer (1977), 3 
119 Orit Peleg-Barkat, ‘The Architectural Decoration from the Hasmonean and Herodian Palaces at 
Jericho and Cypros’, in Hasmonaean and Herodian Palaces at Jericho: Final Reports of the 1973-
1987 Excavations Vol. V: The Finds from Jericho and Cypros, ed. Rachel Bar-Nathan and Judit 
Gärtner (Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, 2013), 237-8. 
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Heginbottom identifies the Hellenistic red-slipped style of fine tableware, in addition 
to a footless cup in the style of Hellenistic cast glass vessels.120  
 
1.5.2 Interpretation 
The above indications of Hasmonaean Hellenisation have been used to support 
models of Judaean political organisation as an approximation of Hellenistic 
monarchy. This reconstruction is common among scholars who are sceptical of the 
historicity of 1 Maccabees and the Josephan portrayal of militant Judaisation under 
the Hasmonaeans. 
 
1.5.2.1 Defining Hasmonaean ‘Hellenisation’ 
Within Hasmonaean historiography, discussion of Hasmonaean Hellenisation has 
tended to approach Hellenism as a secular and rational political programme, in 
dissociation from traditionalist Judaism. 121 This is largely owing to the paradigmatic 
studies of Bickerman, Tcherikover and Hengel, who identify Hellenistic influence in 
many areas of Jewish life from as early as the third century BCE. 122 They establish a 
definition of Hellenism as a pragmatic and enlightened political ideology. For 
example, Bickerman proposes that the Maccabaean Revolt produced Hellenising and 
                                                
 
120 Rosenthal-Heginbottom (2009), 94-95. 
121 It has been argued that this dialectic was informed by nineteenth-century German Protestantism and 
its dialectic between rational Protestantism and regressive, legalistic Judaism. For more on this, see 
James Pasto, ‘The Origin, Expansion and Impact of the Hasmoneans in Light of Comparative 
Ethnographic Studies (and Outside of Its Nineteenth-Century Context)’, in Second Temple Studies III: 
Studies in Politics, Class, and Material Culture, ed. Philip R. Davies and John M. Halligan (Sheffield: 
A&C Black, 2002); Troels Engberg-Pedersen, Paul Beyond the Judaism/Hellenism Divide (Louisville: 
Westminster John Knox Press, 2001), 29-62; Himmelfarb (2013). 
122 The contribution of these scholars is exhaustively covered elsewhere and not a principal focus of 
this thesis. See Kevin G. O’Connell and James K. Aitken, ‘Review of Judaism and Hellenism: Studies 
in Their Encounter in Palestine during the Early Hellenistic Period’, JBL 123, no. 2 (2004): 329–41; 
Pasto (2002); Martha Himmelfarb, Between Temple and Torah: Essays on Priests, Scribes, and 
Visionaries in the Second Temple Period and Beyond (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2013), chapter 12; 
Sylvie Honigman, Tales of High Priests and Taxes: The Books of the Maccabees and the Judean 
Rebellion Against Antiochos IV (Berkeley, C.A.: University of California Press, 2014), 1-48.  
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traditionalist parties, from which Hellenism developed as a rational political 
ideology.123 Tcherikover similarly describes Hasmonaean Hellenisation as a ‘striving 
for economic development’ and the construction of ‘a secular state… [with] a broad 
nationalistic outlook’ with international diplomatic participation. 124  Hengel, in a 
similar vein, defines rationality, technical sophistication, and wealth as Hellenistic 
characteristics. 125  He describes the effect of ‘the draughts of the new spirit’ of 
Hellenism on the Judaean elite, who ‘took delight in a freer, more expensive style of 
                                                
 
123 Bickerman draws attention to Jonathan’s letter to the Spartans (1 Macc 12) and Simon’s decree (1 
Macc 15) as evidence of the cultural situation. He identifies two cultural attitudes in the period: ‘the 
reform party wished to assimilate the Torah to Hellenism; the Maccabees wished to incorporate 
Hellenic culture in the Torah’. Among other examples, he cites the advocacy of a solar calendar in 
Jubilees as evidence of the progressive and enlightened character of Hellenism. He argues that the 
author of Jubilees ‘succumbs to the seduction of the Greek penchant for rationalisation’, and thus 
should be identified as an ‘innovator’ in contrast to the ‘conservative forces [who] grouped around the 
Temple’. Elias J. Bickerman, From Ezra to the Last of the Maccabees: Foundations of Post-Biblical 
Judaism (New York: Schocken Books, 1972), 156, 63. This 1972 reprint of the original 1947 edition 
comprises two works by Bickerman, which combined here in one volume: the first originally published 
as ‘The Historical Foundations of Postbiblical Judaism’ in The Jews: Their History, Culture, and 
Religion ed. Louis Finkelstein (New York: Jewish Publication Society of America, 1949) and the 
second published as The Maccabees: An Account of Their History from the Beginnings to the Fall of 
the House of the Hasmoneans (New York: Schoken Books, 1947), which is an English translation of 
Die Makkabäer. Eine Darstellung ihrer Geschichte von den Anfängen bis zum Untergang des 
Hasmonäerhauses (Berlin: 1935). The quotations are taken from both works: the first quotation (p. 156 
in the 1972 combined edition) is from The Maccabees: An Account of Their History… and the second 
quotation (p. 63 in the 1972 combined edition) is from ‘The Historical Foundations of Postbiblical 
Judaism’. 
124 Tcherikover (1959), 458-60. 
125  Martin Hengel, Judentum und Hellenismus: Studien zu ihrer Begegnung unter besonderer 
Berücksichtigung Palästinas bis zur Mitte des 2. Jh. v. Chr. (Tübingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 1969, 2nd edn 
1973). In translation see Martin Hengel, Judaism and Hellenism: Studies in their Encounter in 
Palestine during the Early Hellenistic Period, trans. John Bowden (London: S.C.M. Press, 1974). For a 
critique see Louis H. Feldman, ‘Hengel’s Judaism and Hellenism in Retrospect’, JBL 96 (1977): 371–
82; cf. O’Connell and Aitken (2004), 334; Himmelfarb (2013), 217. 
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life and in freer thought’ and who ‘had a hostile attitude to the received tradition… as 
a hindrance to economic and cultural development’. 126 
 
At this juncture, it would be useful to consider Bickerman’s work on Judaean political 
organisation more fully, as parts of his analysis support the view I advance in this 
thesis. On Judaea specifically, Bickerman models non-royal and non-military nodes of 
power in Jerusalem when suggesting a more complex arrangement of political power 
than a bipartite relationship between the ruler and ruled. In particular, he highlights 
the involvement of the gerousia of nobles, priests and heads of important families as 
having some sort of influence on the Hasmonaean ruler. 127  He also notes the 
significance of domestic opposition to the monarchy during the Jannaean period, 
which points to some partition of power between the Hasmonaean monarch and the 
broader populace and the Pharisees.128 Indeed, on a wider level, Bickerman is careful 
to assign a degree of power to ‘the people’ in affecting change in the Hellenistic 
period, as distinct from the obvious role of armies.129 While he does describe the 
Hasmonaean institution of high priest as ‘omnipotent’ and remarks that ‘Hyrcanus [I] 
succeeded within twenty-five years in raising Judea to the position of the most 
significant military power in Syria’, we should perhaps understand these attributions 
within Bickerman’s modelling of the Hasmonaeans’ origins as minor, vassal 
‘dynasts’, of which Bickerman rates the Hasmonaeans as the most celebrated.130 
Within this system, early Hasmonaean power is mediated by the Seleucid juridical 
system that identifies Judaea as both a state and a royal satrapy, and hence the 
                                                
 
126 Hengel (2003), 310; Martin Hengel, ‘Qumran and Hellenism’, in Religion in the Dead Sea Scrolls, 
ed. John J. Collins and Robert A. Kugler (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 2000), 47. 
127 Elias Bickerman, Institutions des Séleucides (Paris: Librairie Orientaliste Paul Geuthner, 1938), 165. 
128  For example, in reference to the opposition to Jannaeus around the time of Demetrius III’s 
incursion, Bickerman notes that ‘la plus grande partie de cette armée était représentée par des ennemis 
juifs d’Alexandre Jannée’: Bickerman (1938), 68 nn. 1. He also attributes political significance to the 
Pharisees in leading or ‘fann[ing]’ this insurrection against Jannaeus: Bickerman (1972), 168-9. 
129 E.g., ‘Observons, enfin, que toutes ces révolutions avaient pour auteur le « peuple »’: Bickerman 
(1938), 9. 
130 Bickerman (1938), 165, 168; Bickerman (1972), 150: I cite here the quotation on Hyrcanus from a 
reprint of ‘The Maccabees: An Account of Their History…’, on which see nn. 123. 
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omnipotence of the Hasmonaean ruler is still conditioned by a wider, vassal 
framework.131  
 
In contrast, many researchers have retained the core features of a militaristic 
patrimony within their modelling of Judaea as a Hellenistic monarchy. A part of 
Hasmonaean scholarship in this vein understands the Hasmonaean king as the 
monistic summation of political power, who controls society with coercive force as 
though the master of his household. This can be illustrated with a brief review of 
Hellenistic models of Judaean political organisation.  
 
1.5.2.2 Hellenistic kingship as the model of the Hasmonaean state 
Samuel Rocca, Thomas Fischer and Tessa Rajak have described Judaean political 
organisation as Hellenistic. Fischer describes the approximation of Hellenistic 
kingship in the wake of the collapsing Seleucid hegemony.132 Defining Hasmonaean 
political organisation, Fischer sets out the dialectic process between ‘enlightened 
royal Hellenistic ideology’ and ‘cherished local memories of King David’.133 The 
features of a militaristic patrimony are evident in this model: society is arranged by 
the king, and not by non-monarchical influences such as bureaucratisation, regional 
leaders, or private initiative. The Hasmonaean rulers are patrimonial benefactors, 
Fischer explains, who ‘functioned in a self-assured, almost warlike manner [and] 
became the individualistic and achievement-orientated “benefactors” of Israel’.134 
                                                
 
131 Bickerman (1938), 207; indeed, Bickerman identifies Jannaeus as having vassal dynasts among the 
Nabataeans: Bickerman (1938), 109 nn. 5. 
132 Samuel Rocca, Herod’s Judaea: A Mediterranean State in the Classical World (Tübingen: Mohr 
Siebeck, 2008); Thomas Fischer, ‘Hasmoneans and Seleucids: Aspects of War and Policy in the 
Second and First Centuries B.C.E’, in Greece and Rome in Eretz Israel, ed. Aryeh Kasher, Uriel 
Rappaport, and Gideon Fuks (Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, 1990).  
133 Fischer (1990), 18. 
134 Fischer (1990), 14-16. 
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Fischer’s case is weakened by generalisation and the tenuous empirical basis for many 
of his cross-cultural analogies.135 
 
Rocca approaches Hasmonaean political organisation in the same way, describing 
how Jannaeus sought to be recognised both as a Macedonian king one of the diadochi, 
while at the same time drawing domestic support from his Jewish council.136 The 
Judaean ruler is thus both a ‘secular ruler’ and ‘theocratic leader’. 137  The ruler-
centrism of militaristic patrimony is apparent when Rocca defines Judaean political 
organisation as existing on a boundary between, on the one hand, dominance by a 
‘secular’ and ‘all-powerful Hellenistic dynast’ and, on the other, monistic rule from a 
‘conservative’ and ‘theocratic leader’.138 Rocca’s readiness to ascribe grand schemes 
of Hellenistic monarchical design to Jannaeus’s ostensibly Macedonian 
characteristics, such as his royal title or the use of a star on his coins, is an 
unconvincing form of cultural taxonomy that makes his model difficult to accept.  
 
Tessa Rajak describes the ‘independent state’ under the Hasmonaeans as ‘a 
Hellenistic kingdom’.139 She views Hellenism as a rational political programme, and 
as such argues that the Hasmonaean state did not destroy conquered territories but 
only exacted administrative change. 140  At the same time, however, Rajak is 
committed to a militaristic model of Judaean political organisation, especially under 
Jannaeus. Thus, she describes Jannaeus’s ‘unequivocally aggressive policies’, the 
                                                
 
135 For example, Fischer claims that Alexandra Salome is comparable with the Seleucid Cleopatra 
Thea. Yet, he does not expound the significance of this link nor provides methodological detail on the 
extent to which prosopographic parallels constitute useful information regarding political organisation. 
Fischer (1990), 15, 17-8. 
136 Rocca (2008), 32-34. 
137 Rocca (2008), 29. 
138 Rocca (2008), 29-36. 
139 Tessa Rajak, ‘Hasmonean Kingship and the Invention of Tradition’, in Aspects of Hellenistic 
Kingship, ed. Per Bilde et al. (Aarhus: Aarhus University Press, 1996), 67-8, cf. 73 where she advises 
some caution over the historicity of ancient sources. 
140 Rajak notes access to resources and maintenance of trade routes as motivations for militarism and 
expansionism, surmising that the ‘wars of king Alexander Jannaeus seem dominated by pragmatic 
rather than religious considerations’: Rajak (1994), 293, 295; Rajak (1996), 71, 77. 
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‘institutionalised’ militarism, and his ‘punitive policy’ as constitutive of a ‘warrior 
dynasty’. 141  Fundamentally, the above reconstructions are all variations of a 
militaristic patrimony: they are dirigiste, do not model a non-monarchical sphere, and 
define political organisation predominantly in terms of violent competition and war. 
 
Perhaps least compelling among political studies of Hasmonaean Hellenisation are the 
vague depictions of the Hasmonaean state as a Jewish-Hellenistic hybrid, which 
define little in the way of political structure beyond a patrimonial ruler-centrism. For 
example, Claude Eilers describes Judaean state development as ‘increasing 
Hellenisation of various parts of their state and society and by strong reactions against 
it’. 142  His state model is poorly theorised and dependent on unspecific political 
processes, such as ‘granting to conquered territories a degree of political 
autonomy’.143 Eilers marshals some ostensible Hellenistic features of Hasmonaean 
kingship, such as the Pergamum decree, in support of his model of an internationalist 
state.144  Andreas Kropp, likewise, defines the Hasmonaean state as a ‘Hellenised 
theocracy’. 145  He means that the Judaean polity combined rational Hellenistic 
infrastructure, in terms of military, tax, propaganda and educational structures, with 
less progressive, ‘introverted’ nationalist structures, reductively labelled by Kropp as 
‘defen[ce] of the Torah and Jewish faith against enemies’. 146  In both cases, the 
Judaean state is modelled as a mock-up of Hellenistic monarchy, or an amputated 
version of the Seleucid empire, and there is little in the way of political theorisation 
beyond a loose appeal to cultural monoliths.  
 
1.5.2.3 Evaluation 
We have levelled criticisms at individual scholars throughout the body of this section, 
and need not repeat them here. At root, the difficulty with Hellenistic kingship models 
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of Judaean political organisation is the way in which political processes are subjected 
to an anachronistic cultural taxonomy. This sees political structures categorised either 
as pragmatic Hellenism or regressive Jewish nationalism. This is not analytically 
useful. Historians must be wary of defining Jewish pietism as an irrational opposite to 
cosmopolitan Hellenism. Indeed, many scholars have challenged such a framework’s 
normative, bifurcating, and frequently arbitrary approach to culture, particularly given 
the paucity of sources attesting to cultural definition in the period.147 This should give 
us grounds for caution before accepting the ruler- and military-centric models of 
Judaean political organisation that these scholars have propounded.   
 
1.6 Themes from the sources 4: Village strongmen (Tobiads JA 12.160-256; 
Jeddus P. Cair. Zen. 1 59018; Hasmonaean family in 1 Maccabees and 
Josephus) 
Increasingly, scholars are becoming uncomfortable with broad appeals to Hellenism 
and religio-nationalist ideology as the structuring parameters of Judaean political life. 
Instead, a growing number of historians are explaining changes to Judaean social and 
political order in terms of a paramilitary usurpation by the Hasmonaean family. One 
popular theory understands the Hasmonaeans as ‘village strongmen’, who ousted the 
leadership in Jerusalem out of their own personal ambition and through their own 
paramilitary strength. 148  The elements of a militaristic patrimony are sometimes 
                                                
 
147 Joshua Efron, Studies on the Hasmonean Period (Leiden: Brill, 1987), 1-27; Martin Goodman, 
‘Jewish Attitudes to Greek Culture in the Period of the Second Temple’, in Jewish Education and 
Learning: Published in Honour of Dr. David Patterson on the Occasion of His Seventieth Birthday, ed. 
Glenda Abramson and Tudor Parfitt (Reading: Harwood Academic Publishers, 1994); Philip S. 
Alexander, ‘Hellenism and Hellenisation as Problematic Historiographical Categories’, in Paul Beyond 
the Judaism/Hellenism Divide, ed. Troels Engberg-Pedersen (Louisville: Westminster John Knox 
Press, 2001); Seth Schwartz, Imperialism and Jewish Society, 200 B.C.E. to 640 C.E. (Princeton: 
Princeton University Press, 2001), 19-48; James K. Aitken, ‘The God of the Pre-Maccabees: 
Designations of the Divine in the Early Hellenistic Period’, in The God of Israel, ed. Robert P. Gordon 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007); Eckhardt (2015), 7-15, esp. 8-9. 
148 Seth Schwartz, ‘A Note on the Social Type and Political Ideology of the Hasmonean Family’, JBL 
112, no. 2 (1993): 305–9; cf. Victor A. Tcherikover, Palestine under the Ptolemies: A Contribution to 
the Study of the Zenon Papyri (New York: G.E. Stechert, 1937), 48-51. 
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evident in this perspective. The Hasmonaean state is understood as the product of the 
military machinations of a land owning and influential family, who were well placed 
to exploit localised instability around Jerusalem. Political organisation is directed by a 
strong, centralised Hasmonaean ruler through his control of the military. 
 
Sources used to support this interpretation include the Josephan account of the Tobiad 
family (JA 12.160-256), who are seen as a prototype for the Hasmonaeans. In the 
same way, a certain Jeddus in the Zenon Papyri, who robustly defends himself against 
Zenon’s attempt to collect a debt, provides a similar model. There are also 
fragmentary mentions in Josephus and 1 Maccabees of regional governors with 
familial or friendship ties to the Hasmonaean family. 
 
1.6.1.1 The Tobiads (Tobiads JA 12.160-256) 
The so-called ‘Tobiad Romance’ recounts the rise of Joseph and his son Hyrcanus in 
the Ptolemaic regional administration. 149 The usurpation of the tradition rule by an 
ambitious, politically astute, and militarily capable family serves as a prototype for 
the Hasmonaeans. Josephus explains how Onias, who was both high priest and the 
local tax farmer, withheld payment from the Ptolemies. His nephew, Joseph, rallies 
the people (JA 12.164), borrows money (JA 12.168), and usurps the tax-farming from 
Onias (JA 12.177-79) through political expediency (JA 12.173) and lavish gifting (JA 
12.165). Under Joseph, the Tobiad family cements its wealth, controls the region 
through force (JA 12.180-85), and brings the Jewish people into a new state of great 
opportunity (εἰς λαµπροτέρας ἀφορµὰς τοῦ βίου καταστήσας) (JA 12.224).  
                                                
 
149 The common dating among scholars is the third century under Ptolemy IV, and not the second 
century under Ptolemy V as Josephus claims. Daniel Schwartz contends that the second century is 
correct, and explains the Ptolemaic setting by affirming Josephus’s claim that Antiochus III gave the 
Ptolemies some tax farming rights in the region. For the earlier dating see: Solomon Zeitlin, ‘“The 
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Period (335-175 BCE) (London: A&C Black, 2008); Daniel R. Schwartz, ‘Josephus’ Tobiads: Back to 
the Second Century?’, in Jews in a Graeco-Roman World, ed. Martin Goodman (Oxford: Oxford 
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Joseph’s favourite son, Hyrcanus (JA 12.195), petitions the Ptolemaic king with 
extravagant gifts (JA 12.218) and charm (JA 12.215), and is lauded with great honours 
by the king (τιµήσας οὖν αὐτὸν φιλοτιµότατα καὶ δωρεὰς δοὺς λαµπράς) (JA 12.220). 
After a fratricidal war (JA 12.222), Hyrcanus establishes himself as a local strongman 
across the Jordan, where he rules for seven years (ἦρξε δ᾿ ἐκείνων τῶν µερῶν ἐπὶ ἔτη 
ἑπτά) (JA 12.234), extorts the local population (κἀκεῖ διέτριβε φορολογῶν τοὺς 
βαρβάρους) (JA 12.222), and builds an impressive fortress complex (ᾠκοδόµησε δὲ 
βᾶριν ἰσχυράν) (JA 12.230-3). Both Joseph and Hyrcanus have been viewed as 
prototypes for the Hasmonaean family. The Tobiads are a well-resourced family, able 
to communicate in Greek and manoeuvre the Ptolemaic court, as well as borrow 
money and practise diplomatic gifting. They displace the established order, 
consolidate a regional power base from which they spread prosperity, and rule as 
fortified strongmen. 
 
1.6.1.2 Jeddus (P. Cair. Zen. 1 59018) 
Another possible paramilitary leader is attested in the Zenon Papyri (P. Cair. Zen. 1 
59018), in a letter dated 258 BCE.150 Two debt collectors are sent by Zenon and a 
local official to collect a debt owed by a certain Jeddus, who seems to be based in 
Judaea or Idumaea.151 Jeddus refuses to pay and violently expels the debt collectors 
from his village (αὐτοῖς δὲ [χεῖρας] προσενεγκεῖν καὶ ἐγβαλ̣[εῖ]ν ἐκ τῆς κώµης) (P. 
Cair. Zen. 1 59018, 7-8). Some scholars have commented that Jeddus apparently 
enjoyed a strong economic and perhaps paramilitary position, given he was not only 
able to call credit from the Ptolemaic authorities but also willing to disregard their 
debt collectors.152 Hence, Victor Tcherikover and Alexander Fuks suggest Jeddus as 
‘one of those native “sheiks” who owned vast areas of land in the country’.153 
                                                
 
150 Victor A. Tcherikover and Alexander Fuks, Corpus Papyrorum Judaicarum (Cambridge, Mass.: 
Harvard University Press, 1957), 129-30 #6. 
151 Tcherikover and Fuks (1957), 129. 
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1.6.1.3 Hasmonaean family  
We have some fragmentary information on familial status and political appointments 
by the Hasmonaeans, which have been elicited as evidence of their ‘village 
strongmen’ class. Officers of the Seleucid king are recorded in 1 Maccabees 
describing Mattathias as a renowned leader in his town (ἄρχων καὶ ἔνδοξος καὶ µέγας) 
(1 Macc 2:17). In terms of the familial arrangement of power, Josephus records some 
disputation by Hasmonaean wives over political control. Hyrcanus I leaves power to 
his wife (τῶν ὅλων κυρίαν κατελελοίπει) (JA 13.302), but his son Aristobulus I 
intercedes. Jannaeus makes his wife successor to keep the throne within the family 
(τὴν βασιλείαν ἀσφαλῶς κατέχειν µετὰ τῶν τέκνων) (JA 13.400), while his son 
Aristobulus II is similarly concerned that power might escape the family (ἐπὶ τοῖς 
Φαρισαίοις τὸ πᾶν γένος αὐτοῖς ὑπάρξειεν) (JA 13.423). Among the scant references 
to Hasmonaean administrators, a Hasmonaean son-in-law, Ptolemy of Abubus, is 
appointed governor at Jericho (καθεσταµένος στρατηγὸς εἰς τὸ πεδίον Ιεριχω) (1 
Macc 16.11). Beside indicating a familial base to political structure, Ptolemy is well 
resourced with silver and gold (1 Macc 16:11) and seemingly of a suitable social 
position to attempt a coup (1 Macc 16:13; JA 13.228). The regional governor Antipas 
is defined by Josephus as an appointment of Jannaeus and Salome (στρατηγὸν 
ἀποδειξάντων ὅλης τῆς Ἰδουµαίας) (1 Macc 14.10), recalling the direct nomination 
system that deprives the Jannaean governor Demetrius of his office (JA 13.394). 
 
1.6.2 Interpretation 
These sources have attracted attention from scholars seeking secular alternatives to 
the religio-nationalist political models commonly inferred from 1 Maccabees and 
parts of Josephus. Rather than defining the Hasmonaeans as religious fanatics or 
nationalist tyrants, scholars are increasingly describing the family as ambitious 
strongmen. Political studies based on the above sources emphasise the dynasty’s ‘own 
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dynastic ends’ (Davies) and familial ‘success and consolidation’ (Pasto).154 These 
models come close to what John Kautsky describes as aristocratic empires. Put 
simply, Kautsky sees aristocratic empires as an early form of statehood, which largely 
developed out of conquest, where a managerial aristocracy exploited society’s 
productive peasants through the imposition of governmental structures.155 Such an 
expansionist aristocracy comes close to the principal features of a militaristic 
patrimony: it is a static system that sees society in a state of violent competition, over 
which a singular ruler controls all state infrastructure. For many scholars, there is 
much to commend in this model. In particular, a dissatisfaction with uncritical 
exegesis of textual sources has encouraged analysts to seek parsimonious models of 
political organisation, which are rooted in the Hasmonaean family’s personal quest for 
wealth and prestige, and not rooted in vague cultural references to Hellenism or 
religious nationalism. 
 
Brent Nongbri, James Pastor and Richard Horsley are among those historians who 
have criticised analysts who discuss broad categories of personhood and religious 
conquest.156 Nongbri approaches Judaean political organisation as an issue of the 
Hasmonaeans’s personal ambition and opportunism. Nongbri develops, in his words, 
a contingent study of the Hasmonaeans’s power-grabbing strategy, which had at its 
core ‘a family gathering an army and acquiring power’ in the ‘struggle for 
prestige’.157 He proposes that the Hasmonaeans are best understood as an ambitious 
family who monopolise political power.158 As such, Judaean political organisation is a 
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matter of the apparatus by which the Hasmonaeans control society and defend their 
position.  
 
It is crucial for Pastor that we understand the aims of the Hasmonaeans when 
approaching Judaean political structure. Pastor defines the Hasmonaean family as 
‘savvy but small-time strongmen and kings’.159 He presents the state as a centralised 
fiscal-military infrastructure, which develops as a governmental necessity to enable 
the family to control resources, production and defence. After the initial success and 
consolidation of the Hasmonaean family, Pastor describes how state systems such as 
law, military management, scripture, and liturgy developed to promote efficient 
management of Hasmonaean patronage in new territories.160 For example, describing 
the annexation of Upper Galilee under Jannaeus, Pastor presents the state as a 
centralised infrastructure designed to manage Galilaean production, settlement and 
technological organisation. He argues that ‘private initiative on a large scale is just not 
characteristic of Jewish society in this period’, and attributes demographic movements 
and olive oil manufacturing in the region to centralised management.161 Horsley also 
describes the Judaean state as a product of Hasmonaean ambition. 162  Horsley is 
critical of the Josephan accounts of Jannaeus’s conquests, suggesting that the king 
would have been too busy to embark on socialisation or proselytising projects. 
Instead, for Horsley, Hasmonaean political organisation should be modelled in terms 
of the economic and legalistic management of territories, through the maintenance of 
an army, a network of fortresses and local officers, and integration of local 
governance systems within a broader inter-territorial bureaucracy.163  
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1.6.2.1 Evaluation 
My only concern with the ‘village strongmen’ hypothesis is a scanty empirical 
underpinning. The above scholars rightfully, in my view, reject the generalised textual 
inferences made by earlier scholars in their religio-nationalist models of Hasmonaean 
political organisation. However, in absence of positive historical evidence for their 
‘village strongmen’ theory, supporters risk exchanging one idealist commitment for 
another. Namely, they risk exchanging Hasmonaean religio-nationalism for 
Hasmonaean familial ambition. To put this another way: I am concerned that the 
‘village strongmen’ model owes itself more to a drive for contingent, non-idealist and 
secular explanations of historical phenomenon, rather than empirical evidence.  
 
We might see this in Pasto’s analysis. Pasto is explicit in his aim to build a 
historiographical thesis ‘outside of Christian hegemonic categories’. 164 He does so 
successfully, and convincingly explains the problems with the categories of Judaism 
and Hellenism. Yet, he leaves us less well equipped when moving beyond the debate 
over terminology. His state model is founded less on Hasmonaean period data, and 
more on an essentialist view of statehood as involving centralisation, increasing 
complexity, and the bureaucratic management of production, legalism, resource 
distribution, and coercive force. Ultimately, we might question whether Pasto’s 
substitution of religio-nationalist exclusivism for personal ambition is supported by 
real data, or just by a postmodern interest in secular pragmatism. 
 
1.6.2.1 ‘Unstable, short-lived kingdom’: Seth Schwartz  
Seth Schwartz offers a critical assessment of many recent approaches to Hasmonaean 
political organisation. 165  Schwartz challenges recent historiography on Jewish 
political organisation for its emphasis on nationalism and political autonomy, which, 
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he argues, were statuses not only infrequently attained, but also unrepresentative of 
the concerns of the Judaean community in pre- and early-Roman periods. 166  He 
argues that the hostility in 1 Maccabees does not evidence a religio-nationalist or an 
anti-Greek agenda.167 He also stresses that the lack of Hasmonaean monumentalism, 
public display, and city foundations frustrate definitions of the Hasmonaean state as a 
Hellenistic monarchy.168 Schwartz is circumspect about our data for Hasmonaean 
political design. He notes our lack of evidence on the causes of civil uprisings and the 
absence of details on Hasmonaean administrative and fiscal planning. 169   
 
Indeed, Schwartz is wary that there is any legitimacy in a discussion of statehood in 
relation to pre-Roman Judaea. Schwartz defines states as ‘small organisations that 
featured concentrated solidarity’, and stresses the stability of communal organisation 
as a definitive characteristic. 170  He is concerned with the processes by which 
institutions achieved organisational coherence and integration with the population; or, 
in his words, the state’s ‘effective forms of leverage – both material and symbolic’.171 
For pre-Roman Judaea, the Hasmonaean period offers the best approximation of this 
arrangement. In his words, the Hasmonaean period is a ‘short-lived kingdom with the 
strongest claim of any entity before modern times to be a Jewish state’.172  
 
Schwartz defends an image of opportunistic military expansion and unstable 
administration of acquired territories. The Hasmonaean state was founded on military 
aggression and maintained by the intermediation of local rulers who shared cultural 
norms.173 This resulted in ‘tense and unequal’ ‘junior partnership[s]’ which, on the 
whole, meant that ‘the Hasmonaean state was weak and unstable’, owing to regular 
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challenges to Hasmonaean legitimacy.174 He compares Hasmonaean Judaea with the 
Roman Republic, suggesting that the Hasmonaeans ‘combin[ed] violence with 
judicious grants of privileges to their more compliant victims’.175  
 
In considering the origins of the Hasmonaean state, he compares the early 
Hasmonaeans with the Tobiads as autonomous landowners with local influence and a 
developed sense of their own prerogatives.176  He agrees with the theory that the 
Hasmonaeans were ‘ambitious “village strongmen”’, who exploited disorder among 
the Seleucid and Jerusalemite elite to promote their own political power.177 Having 
led a revolt, they demonstrated ‘political ambition and flexibility’ in holding together 
supporters, dominated the centre of power in Jerusalem, and diplomatically integrated 
with the Seleucid Empire.178  
 
Among the scholarship surveyed in this chapter, Schwartz offers the most reasoned 
approach to our sources on Judaean political organisation. He avoids the literalism 
that characterises too much research in this field. Moreover, Schwartz offers a cogent 
definitional framework for Hellenistic statehood. He approaches statehood as 
constituency: that is, he seeks evidence of communal solidarity and organisational 
coherence, marked by ties of culture, coercion and loyalty. Yet, conquest and 
consolidation are still fundamental to his model of Hasmonaean statehood. This puts 
his reconstruction of Hasmonaean political organisation within the field of vision of a 
militaristic patrimony. In other words, his model of Hasmonaean political 
organisation is premised on violent competition being the principle of state growth 
and internal management. 179  In addition, the Hasmonaean ruler is still the prism 
through which early political development is viewed in terms ‘village strongmen’, 
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although Schwartz models a wider range of political influences after the Maccabean 
revolt in terms of regional power brokers and partners.180 
 
1.7 Conclusion  
This chapter reviewed our sources for Judaean political organisation in the 
Hasmonaean period. These sources were broken into four groups: those detailing 
religio-nationalism, those attesting to Hellenism, those describing Jannaeus, and those 
indicating a social type of ‘village strongmen’. Generalised and uncritical approaches 
to these sources have frequently seen Hasmonaean political organisation described as 
a militaristic patrimony. Namely, Judaean political structure is understood to be 
dominated by the king, who rules society through coercion. 
 
This thesis suggests that an alternative approach to our sources for Hasmonaean 
political organisation might lead us to a different settlement. In particular, we might 
decide that the Hasmonaeans were not ravaging, patrimonial masters of Judaea, but 
operated within a restrictive system of resource management and power sharing. In 
line with the methodological developments in wider Hellenistic studies, Hasmonaean 
historians should entertain new approaches to modelling ancient political 
organisation. The following chapter suggests political economy as one such 
alternative approach. 
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2 The Hellenistic State and Political 
Economy 
 
2.1 Introduction 
The previous chapter noted how literal readings of documentary sources have 
supported reconstructions of Judaean political structure as a militaristic patrimony. 
This chapter suggests an alternative approach to Hasmonaean political organisation. 
The chapter looks to anthropology and archaeology, where analysts of political 
organisation are increasingly sensitive to historical contingency (postprocessualism) 
and how structural context shapes human behaviour (structuralism).1 One productive 
approach seeks the relationship between economic behaviour and the political 
structures of communities and societies. We might term the body of research in this 
direction, ‘political economy’. 
 
This chapter has two objectives. First, it levels a critique at Hasmonaean political 
research. The chapter seeks to demonstrate how the historiography reviewed in the 
previous chapter is at a methodological lag with Hellenistic political anthropology 
more widely. Outside Hasmonaean studies, historians have engaged with a range of 
anthropological approaches to political organisation. In particular, Hellenistic 
historians have made considered attempts to model state organisational powers and 
institutions beyond the monarchy and military. Hellenistic scholars increasingly 
emphasise heterarchy and contingency in their research into political organisation, 
which produces more historically accurate and contextual reconstructions of 
collectivity. Additionally, Hellenistic political historians have shown how analysis of 
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material data, such as numismatics or craft products, might provide new insight into, 
for example, land organisation or rural-urban relations. Second, the chapter has a 
constructive aim. It puts forward an approach to Judaean political organisation that 
might move us beyond the ideas of militaristic patrimony. The chapter proposes a 
political economy approach. Adopting the research emphases of a political economy 
might bring Hasmonaean studies closer to the methodological standards of Hellenistic 
political research. 
 
2.1.1 Structure of the chapter 
The chapter opens by defining political economy (§2.2), after which the chapter falls 
into two parts. Both parts defend the utility of political economy methods to 
Hasmonaean studies. First, the chapter notes how political economy reflects the 
principal research trends among recent Hellenistic research into political organisation 
(§2.3). Hellenistic scholarship has shown an increasing rejection of ruler-centric 
models of statehood, and instead shown an increased interest in the relational study of 
political infrastructure and economic activity. In other words, Hellenistic societies are 
increasingly approached not as ruler-dominant and revenue maximising systems, but 
instead as dynamic networks of power relationships. Political economy represents an 
important avenue of research in this direction. As a result, a political economy model 
of the Jannaean state would be consistent with economic anthropology elsewhere in 
Hellenistic studies. For Judaean historiography to remain relevant within broader 
Hellenistic studies, Hasmonaean historians should engage with political economy. 
 
Second, this chapter reviews how political economy has been productively applied to 
a range of Hellenistic regions (§2.4). In particular, researchers of the Romans, 
Ptolemies, and Seleucids have analysed the relation between political institutions and 
economic activity in order to model the anatomy of socio-political organisation. In so 
doing, elite-focused frameworks like militaristic patrimony have fallen out of favour. 
By showing how political economy has been adapted in Roman, Ptolemaic and 
Seleucid studies, it is hoped that similar approaches might be used by Hasmonaean 
analysts. 
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2.2 Political economy  
The term political economy has a history of varied definition, perhaps most obviously 
as the study of national resource management (Adam Smith) or the effect of 
hegemonic control of production (Marx).2 Political economy is understood here as a 
set of research emphases in approaching data on communal organisation. That is, 
political economy is less a single methodology, and more a coalition of research 
interests concerning how to study collective organisation. 3  
 
At root, political economy theorists are concerned with the relation of political 
institutions and economic activity. The approach (1) emphasises the relation between 
political and economic institutions and processes, and (2) draws attention to the 
variety of power networks influencing social organisation. In short, political economy 
is concerned with the relation between political institutions and the production, 
consumption, and exchange of resources.4 The approach is premised on the idea that 
politics, economics, and sociology are inseparable. Rather, political institutions and 
human behaviour are interrelated. Consequently, a political economy approach seeks 
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to understand a community’s social and political organisation by studying its 
economic flows. In other words, by reconstructing Judaean economic behaviour we 
might better reconstruct Judaean social and political organisation. Political economy 
is useful to Hasmonaean historians as a way of understanding political organisation 
without making generalised inferences from 1 Maccabees and Jewish Antiquities 13. 
 
Early interest in issues that might be termed political economy might be traced to 
Elizabeth Brumfiel and Timothy Earle’s research into antique economies.5 Brumfiel 
and Earle argued that changes in economic activity, including production, exchange, 
and specialisation, should be studied in relation to developments in political 
organisation, which may include local administration, tax institutions, military 
operations, or wealth distribution.6 More recently, the approach has been refined by 
Gil Stein and Michael Smith. Stein identifies four emphases in the political economy 
of ancient states: a focus on the heterarchy of non-centralised power sources, interest 
in economic transactions, analysis of rural-urban relations, and attention to 
interregional interaction.7 In addition to these, Michael Smith has argued for a similar 
emphasis on the household as the primary social unit of economic activity.8 At root, 
these theorists share an intention to reconstruct communal organisation by analysing 
the relation between political institutions and transactional behaviour. 
 
In recent decades, a revival of interest in the political economy of ancient states has 
occurred within economic history, as part of the so-called new institutional economics 
and fiscal sociology. Theorists here, most influentially Douglass North, share a 
political economy emphasis on the relational study of institutions, economic agents, 
                                                
 
5 Elizabeth M. Brumfiel and Timothy K. Earle, ‘Specialization, Exchange and Complex Societies: An 
Introduction’, in Specialization, Exchange and Complex Societies, ed. Elizabeth M. Brumfiel and 
Timothy K. Earle (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987); cf. Michael Smith (2004). 
6 Brumfiel and Earle (1987), 3ff. 
7 Stein (2001), 356. 
8 Michael Smith (2004), 85. 
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and transactional behaviour.9 According to North’s framework, institutions can be 
understood as both formal, such as the law, and informal, such as social convention. 
In either case, institutions influence exchange: in North’s words, they are the ‘rules of 
the game’.10 At the same time, theorists of so-called fiscal sociology have advocated 
the unification of sociology with economic history.11 Proponents including Jürgen 
Backhaus and Richard Wagner, who define institutions as socially embedded 
mechanisms that influence individuals’ behaviour and preferences. As Wagner 
explains, scholarship in this area has begun to move away from seeing fiscal 
institutions simply as ways of aggregating or reflecting individual preferences. 
Instead, scholars are asking how fiscal institutions actively shape transactional and 
productive behaviours.12 The political economy of ancient states follows these schools 
of thought. Namely, political economy combines sociology with economic history to 
produce a research approach concerned with the relation between socially embedded 
institutions and the economic activity of the population. 13  
                                                
 
9  Douglass C. North, Institutions, Institutional Change and Economic Performance (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1990); Douglass C. North, Structure and Change in Economic History 
(New York: Norton, 1981); John Harriss, Janet Hunter, and Colin M. Lewis, ‘Introduction: 
Development and Significance of NIE’, in The New Institutional Economics and Third World 
Development, ed. John Harriss, Janet Hunter, and Colin M. Lewis (London: Routledge, 1997).  For 
consideration of these perspectives by Hellenistic economic historians see: Ian Morris, Richard P. 
Saller, and Walter Scheidel, ‘Introduction’, in The Cambridge Economic History of the Greco-Roman 
World, ed. Ian Morris, Richard P. Saller, and Walter Scheidel (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 2007), 7; Walter Scheidel and Sitta von Reden, ‘Introduction’, in The Ancient Economy, ed. 
Walter Scheidel and Sitta von Reden (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2002), 1. 
10 Douglass C. North, ‘The New Institutional Economics and Third World Development’, in The New 
Institutional Economics and Third World Development, ed. John Harriss, Janet Hunter, and Colin M. 
Lewis (London: Routledge, 1997); Douglass C. North, ‘Institutions and Economic Theory’, AECON 
36, no. 1 (1992): 3–6. 
11 Jürgen G. Backhaus, ‘Fiscal Sociology: What For?’, in Essays on Fiscal Sociology, ed. Jürgen G. 
Backhaus (Frankfurt am Main: Peter Lang, 2005), 5. 
12 Richard E. Wagner, ‘States and the Crafting of Souls: Mind, Society, and Fiscal Sociology’, in 
Essays on Fiscal Sociology, ed. Jürgen G. Backhaus (Frankfurt am Main: Peter Lang, 2005). 
13  Andrew Monson and Walter Scheidel, ‘Studying Fiscal Regimes’, in Fiscal Regimes and the 
Political Economy of Premodern States, ed. Andrew Monson and Walter Scheidel (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 2015), 9; Scarborough, Valdez, and Dunning (2003), xii-xx.  
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Studying the relationship between political structure and economic activity has been 
productively conducted with regards to a range of early societies. Among concise 
examples, we might note the excavation of a rural site in Upper Mesopotamia, at Tell-
al Raqa’i in the Khabur Valley, dating to the mid-third millennium BCE. 14 Analysts 
have suggested that the site was not a subsistence agrarian village, but a specialised 
site with an important role in maintaining the local urban centre. Storage silos and 
processing installations, such as ovens and drains, indicate that the site was a 
processing and distribution unit for an urban-centred and politically complex regional 
system. Some differentiation of grave artefacts and building types at the site may also 
evidence social stratification within the village. Another example is A. Bernard 
Knapp’s study of copper production in 1700-1400 BCE Cyprus.15 Knapp analyses 
archaeological data on economic activity to model Cypriot socio-political 
organisation. Knapp investigates how managers of the Cypriot copper industry 
established centralised, political power via their organisation of copper 
manufacturing. This included control of profits and investment, control of mining and 
agricultural producers, the regulation of ideology and prestige symbols, and the 
definition of ritual practices and ceremonial structures. Knapp’s study bears the 
hallmarks of political economy in its examination of the interaction of Cypriot 
metallurgic, political, and religious infrastructures and practices. That is, his 
materialist evaluation of copper production allows him to reconstruct idealist features 
of Cypriot society, such as social rank, legitimisation of power, political 
centralisation, and cultic practices.  
 
                                                
 
14 Hans H. Curvers and Glenn M. Schwartz, ‘Excavations at Tell Al-Raqa’i: A Small Site of Early 
Urban Northern Mesopotamia’, AJA 94, no. 1 (1990): 3–23; Annelou van Gijn, John C. Whittaker, and 
Patricia C. Anderson, ‘Blades, Sickles, Threshing Sledges and Experimental Archaeology in Northern 
Mesopotamia’, in Exploring and Explaining Diversity in Agricultural Technology, ed. Patricia C. 
Anderson and John C. Whittaker (Oxford: Oxbow Books, 2014); Yoffee (1995), 301. 
15 A. Bernard Knapp, ‘Copper Production and Eastern Mediterranean Trade: The Rise of Complex 
Society on Cyprus’, in State and Society: The Emergence and Development of Social Hierarchy and 
Political Centralization, ed. John Gledhill and Barbara Bender (London: Routledge, 1995). 
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Carla Sinopoli stresses the close link between economic activity and political 
structure in her study of the Vijayanagara Empire in South India (fourteenth- to 
seventeenth-centuries CE). She notes that this link allows historians to utilise textual 
and material data on craft production to examine state organisation and social 
structure. 16  Sinopoli studies textual and archaeological sources for a range of 
Vijayanagara craft products, and uses this data to reconstruct regional social 
arrangement, the relation of elites to non-elites, and the infrastructure of military and 
transportation systems. Sinopoli draws, in part, from Cathy Lynne Costin’s 
theorisation of craft production: for Costin, studying craft production involves the 
reconstruction of productive processes’ organisation and function on a spatial and 
technological level.17  This includes analysing the social position of producers, as 
independent or attached to elite frameworks, along with the prestige and distributary 
systems involved in long-distance, exotic material imports or locally sourced, elite-
controlled artisanal production. 18  
 
Among the most influential theorists of political economy and early complex societies 
are Gil Stein and Norman Yoffee. Stein’s political economy of Upper Mesopotamia 
reconstructs polity development from material data on various economic activities, 
                                                
 
16 Carla M. Sinopoli, The Political Economy of Craft Production: Crafting Empire in South India, 
c.1350–1650 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003), 1, 32; Carla M. Sinopoli, ‘Empires’, in 
Archaeology at the Millennium: A Sourcebook, ed. Gary M. Feinman and T. Douglas Price (New York: 
Springer, 2007). 
17 Cathy Lynne Costin, ‘Craft Production’, in Handbook of Methods in Archaeology, ed. Herbert D. G. 
Maschner and Christopher Chippindale (Lanham, MD: AltaMira Press, 2005). 
18 Timothy K. Earle, ‘The Ecology and Politics of Primitive Valuables’, in Culture and Ecology: 
Eclectic Perspectives, ed. John G. Kennedy and Robert B. Edgerton (Washington D.C.: American 
Anthropological Association, 1982); Costin (2005); Teresa P. Raczek, Connections and Complexity: 
New Approaches to the Archaeology of South Asia, ed. Shinu Anna Abraham et al. (Walnut Creek, 
C.A.: Left Coast Press, 2013); Massimo Vidale, ‘Specialised Producers and Urban Elites: On the Role 
of Craft Industries in Mature Harappan Urban Contexts’, in Old Problems and New Perspectives in the 
Archaeology of South Asia, ed. Jonathan M. Kenoyer (Madison, Wis.: University of Wisconsin Press, 
1989). 
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such as agriculture, herding, and craft production.19 Assessing two sites between c. 
5800-3300 BCE, Stein argues for the gradual, indigenous development of social 
complexity in Upper Mesopotamian polities. Stein reconstructs the sites’ state 
formative processes over time, which started with economic and rank differentiation, 
and progressed to urbanisation and centralisation. Norman Yoffee similarly articulates 
the relation between economic institutions (production, consumption, and 
distribution) and administrative hierarchy in early Mesopotamian states.20 
 
In short, political economy refers to a coalition of research approaches, which analyse 
the interactions between political institutions and economic processes. As such, it is a 
way of aggregating data on ancient societies that does not rely on documentary 
sources and literary narratives. Instead, it seeks to reconstruct the variance of political 
identities, roles, and relations that are evident from a community’s economic activity. 
 
2.3 Political economy within Hellenistic economic history 
Political economy has a productive history among Hellenistic historiography. As 
such, it is surprising that the literal exegesis of ancient narratives remains a dominant 
form of political enquiry among Hasmonaean historians. If we are to move beyond 
generalised definitions of Hasmonaean politics that emphasise centralisation, 
militarism, and pervasive monarchical control, we should look for alternative 
methodologies. The rest of the chapter highlights how Hellenistic scholarship has 
long engaged with political economy (§2.3) and notes its application in research into 
Roman, Ptolemaic and Seleucid political organisation (§2.4). 
 
2.3.1 Early approaches to Hellenistic economies: Rostovtzeff 
The emergence of political economy concerns within Hellenistic political history may 
be traced to Hellenistic economic research in the second half of the twentieth century. 
                                                
 
19  Gil J. Stein, ‘The Development of Indigenous Social Complexity in Late Chalcolithic Upper 
Mesopotamia in the 5th-4th Millennia BC - an Initial Assessment’, Origini 34 (2012): 125–51; Stein 
(1998); Stein (1994), 4; Stein (2001), 356. 
20 Yoffee (1995), 282. 
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In particular, Mikhail Rostovtzeff’s empirical study of the Hellenistic economy set the 
foundation for political economy approaches in Hellenistic historiography. 21 
Rostovtzeff defends a dirigiste, world-market model for the Hellenistic economy. He 
conceives a singular, integrated economy underpinned by long-distance trade and a 
price-setting market. Socially, he divides society into two classes: a majority of 
oppressed producers and a minority of privileged, ‘bourgeoisie’ consumers.22 His 
model informs his definition of the economy of Ptolemaic Egypt, which finds support 
from Claire Préaux. Préaux supports Rostovtzeff’s notion of a strong, centralised state 
in Ptolemaic Egypt. By Préaux’s reconstruction, elite members of the Ptolemaic state 
directed the natives’ productive work, extracted surplus produce, and defended their 
elite position with military power. Rostovtzeff and Préaux frame the Ptolemaic state 
in managerial terms: the government administers the work of the productive masses, 
controls land ownership, and monopolises productive industries.23  
 
Rostovtzeff and Préaux have since been widely criticised. Joe Manning notes the 
static and descriptive nature of their model and, along with John Davies, challenges 
the inability of their methodology to conceive of regionally specific economic 
operations. 24  Yet, Rostovtzeff determined the parameters of Hellenistic economic 
anthropology for subsequent decades. First, his macro-level view established the 
analytical validity of a singular, market economy in the Hellenistic world. Second, 
despite being interested in social hierarchy and a Greek bourgeoisie, Rostovtzeff did 
not regard the economy as a socially embedded object of research. For Rostovtzeff, 
                                                
 
21 Michael I. Rostovtzeff, The Social and Economic History of the Hellenistic World, 3 vols. (Oxford: 
Clarendon Press, 1941). 
22 For an evaluation of Rostovtzeff’s contribution to ancient economics see: Zosia H. Archibald, ‘Away 
from Rostovtzeff: A New SEHHW’, in Hellenistic Economies, ed. Zosia H. Archibald et al. 
(Abingdon: Routledge, 2001); Frank W. Walbank, ‘Review: The Social and Economic History of the 
Hellenistic World’, CR 56, no. 2 (1942): 81–84; Jacob Hammer, ‘Review: Rostovtzeff’s “Social and 
Economic History of the Hellenistic World”’, JEH 3, no. 1 (1943): 70–81. 
23 Claire Préaux, L’économie royale des Lagides (Bruxelles: Édition de la Fondation égyptologique 
reine Élisabeth, 1939). 
24 Joe G. Manning, Land and Power in Ptolemaic Egypt (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
2003), 21-22; John Davies, Hellenistic Economies (2001), 21-22. 
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social and economic history were separate classes of enquiry.25 This is an implicit 
rejection of the core premise of political economy, which posits a causal relationship 
between changes in socio-political infrastructure and human behaviour. Hence, some 
groundwork for the development of political economy would be established with the 
critique and rejection of Rostovtzeff’s framework.    
 
2.3.2 Early approaches to Hellenistic economies: Finley 
Moses Finley’s study of ancient economies emerges, in part, as a critique of 
Rostovtzeff’s understanding of the Hellenistic economy. 26  Finley challenges 
Rostovtzeff’s identification of a singular Hellenistic economy. Finley argues that 
modern market analyses are not suitable to ancient economies. Ancient economies 
lacked mass markets and long-distance trade, and were characterised instead by 
limited productive capacity.27 In Finley’s primitivist perspective, ancient economies 
should be understood as atomised units of subsistence production. 28  Finley also 
challenges Rostovtzeff’s division of social and economic history. This is critical for 
Hellenistic scholarship’s development of political economy. For Finley, the ancient 
economy is a socially embedded object of research. Processes of production and 
consumption can only be understood in the context of social value. In particular, 
Finley sees a close relationship between political status and land ownership, which 
restrained the development of markets in goods and labour. This prevented antique 
economies developing market-based exchange and constrained them to rent collection 
                                                
 
25 Rostovtzeff (1941), viii; Walbank (1943), 84. 
26 Moses I. Finley, The Ancient Economy, 2nd ed. (London: Penguin Books, 1992). Unlike Rostovtzeff, 
Finley does not regard the Hellenistic period as a discrete economic unit, and instead argues that the 
Macedonian conquest did not alter the economic arrangement of newly acquired territories in a way 
that requires separate economic definition (Finley: 1992, 183). 
27 Finley (1992), 23, 28; cf. similar modelling in Arnold H. M. Jones, The Roman Economy: Studies in 
Ancient Economic and Administrative History, ed. Peter A. Brunt (Oxford: Blackwell, 1974). 
28 Edward M. Harris and David M. Lewis, ‘Introduction: Markets in Classical and Hellenistic Greece’, 
in The Ancient Greek Economy: Markets, Households and City-States, ed. Edward M. Harris, David M. 
Lewis, and Mark Woolmer (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015), 3-4. 
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and rural exploitation. 29  In this way, Finley follows Karl Polanyi’s substantivist 
position, in arguing for the analytical inseparability of ancient economic modelling 
from sociological study of value and power relations, owing to the economy being 
embedded in status networks and social practices.30 
 
In the following decades, economic anthropologists distanced themselves from 
Finley’s approach.31 In particular, scholars rejected the primitivist characterisation of 
Graeco-Roman economic activity as small-scale, subsistence production. 32 In 
particular, economic historians such as Peregrine Horden and Nicholas Purcell 
challenged the concept of prevalent self-sufficiency as an inference from rhetoric, 
rather than data. This echoes John Davies’ argument that by 300 BCE the eastern 
Mediterranean economy could no longer be defined as a series of unconnected, self-
sufficient units. 33  Notwithstanding these critiques, Finley defined the direction of 
subsequent research in two senses. First, dissatisfaction with Finley’s primitivist 
position on the essentially subsistence character of ancient economies led to increased 
interest in regional sub-economies. 34  Second, Finley’s advocacy of the ancient 
                                                
 
29 Sitta von Reden, Exchange in Ancient Greece (London: Duckworth, 1995), 5; Morris, Saller and 
Scheidel (2007), 2-3. 
30 For Polanyi, the ancient economy is ‘embedded in other institutions and structures, (such as kinship 
relations, civic status, religious practices)’: K. Polanyi, Primitive, Archaic, and Modern Economies: 
Essays of Karl Polanyi, ed. George Dalton (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1968), 84. See also: Karl 
Polanyi, The Great Transformation (Boston, Mass.: Beacon Press, 1957); Leslie Kurke, Coins, Bodies, 
Games, and Gold: The Politics of Meaning in Archaic Greece (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University 
Press, 1999), 5. 
31 John Davies (2001), 13. 
32 Scheidel and von Reden (2002), 2ff; John Davies (2001), 13ff; Morris, Saller, and Scheidel (2015), 
3-4. 
33 Peregrine Horden and Nicholas Purcell, The Corrupting Sea: A Study of Mediterranean History 
(Oxford: Blackwell, 2000), 115; John K. Davies, ‘Cultural, Social and Economic Features of the 
Hellenistic World’, in The Cambridge Ancient History: The Hellenistic World, ed. F. W. Walbank et al. 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1984), 272; cf. Harris and Lewis (2015), 32 note 33 who 
locate Horden and Purcell’s position even earlier in Bresson (1987), which they reproduce in their 
volume. 
34 John Davies (2001), 13. 
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economy as socially embedded construct encouraged economic historians to 
investigate the social factors involved in economic exchange.35 
 
2.3.3 Political economy after Finley 
More recently, the research emphases of new institutional economics and fiscal 
sociology have revived interest in Finley’s combination of sociological and economic 
concerns. 36  Hellenistic scholars are increasingly interested in the links between 
political institutions, such as property rights or tax administration, and the economic 
exchanges that they affect. Various Hellenistic institutional influences on 
transactional behaviour have been recently studied. They include long- and short-
distance goods flows (Davies), agency and individualism (Morris), the effect of 
distance (Cartledge), demand creation (von Reden), and markets (Archibald).37  
 
Increasingly, Hellenistic historians interested in societal organisation have adopted 
relational studies of institutional context and economic flows. Fundamental to this 
approach is the political economic premise that infrastructure, such as law, 
monetisation, tax, markets, and roads, all have an effect on social actors and their 
economic behaviour.38 Hence, a body of theory has emerged that uses institutions as 
an analytical framework for reconstructing Hellenistic socio-political organisation. 
                                                
 
35 Von Reden (1995), 5. 
36 Monson and Scheidel (2015), 9; cf. North (1992), 5; Weingast and Wittman (2008), 6. 
37 John Davies (2001), 22, 34; Davies (1984), 270; Ian Morris, ‘The Athenian Economy Twenty Years 
after the Ancient Economy’, CP 89, no. 4 (1994): 351; Paul Cartledge, ‘Introduction’, in Hellenistic 
Constructs: Essays in Culture, History, and Historiography, ed. Peter Garnsey and Erich S. Gruen 
(Berkeley, C.A.: University of California Press, 1997), 13; Sitta von Reden, ‘Demand Creation, 
Consumption, and Power in Ptolemaic Egypt’, in The Economies of Hellenistic Societies, Third to First 
Centuries BC, ed. Zosia Archibald, John K. Davies, and Vincent Gabrielsen (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 2011), 421-22; Zosia H. Archibald, ‘Markets and Exchange: The Structure and Scale 
of Economic Behaviour in the Hellenistic Age’, in Making, Moving and Managing: The New World of 
Ancient Economies, 323-31 BC, ed. Zosia H. Archibald, John K. Davies, and Vincent Gabrielsen 
(Oxford: Oxbow Books, 2005), 14. 
38 William V. Harris, ‘The Late Republic’, in The Cambridge Economic History of the Greco-Roman 
World, ed. Ian Morris, Richard P. Saller, and Walter Scheidel (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 2007), 517-19. 
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Among advocates of this approach, Bruce Frier, Dennis Kehoe, Zosia Archibald and 
John Davies have engaged with literary and material evidence to set out the 
relationships between institutions and economic activity. 39  
 
For Frier and Kehoe, the determinative question is how commercial activities, such as 
production, consumption and exchange, were promoted or restrained by institutional 
organisation, such as government and law enforcement. 40  They admit that the 
fragmentary state of ancient economic data frustrates modern economic modelling of, 
for example, callable credit facilities or equality measurements. Yet, they argue that 
Hellenistic historians should utilise some of the questions of new institutional 
economics and political economy in so far as asking how ‘institutions are likely to 
have influenced economic behaviour, allocation of resources, and predictable 
outcomes in terms of performance and growth’.41 In similar terms, Archibald and 
Davies have argued that Hellenistic historians must analyse economic issues such as 
demand creation and commodity flows within the context of their governmental, 
private and social institutions. 42  They define the task of scholars interested in 
Hellenistic society and economics as one of model building: in particular, as the 
relational study of structure and agency to determine how demand was created and 
commodity flows formed.43 
 
                                                
 
39 Zosia Archibald and John K. Davies, ‘Introduction’, in The Economies of Hellenistic Societies, Third 
to First Centuries BC, ed. Zosia Archibald, John K. Davies, and Vincent Gabrielsen (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 2011); Bruce W. Frier and Dennis P. Kehoe, ‘Law and Economic Institutions’, in The 
Cambridge Economic History of the Greco-Roman World, ed. Ian Morris, Richard P. Saller, and 
Walter Scheidel (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007). 
40 Frier and Kehoe (2007), 114, 127. 
41 Frier and Kehoe (2007), 113, 142-43.  
42 Archibald and Davies (2011), 2-3, 11-13. 
43 Archibald and Davies (2011), 5, 11. 
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2.4 The political economy of Hellenistic societies 
Historians have productively applied political economy methods to research into 
Graeco-Roman political organisation. Some examples are given below to defend the 
relevance of political economy to the study of Judaean political organisation. 
 
2.4.1 Roman (Republic and Imperial)  
Scholars have studied the relationships between political institutions and economic 
activity in the Roman Republic and Imperial periods. William Harris assesses the 
effect of Roman Republican legal enforcement in the final two centuries BCE, 
detailing how the government’s maintenance of consensual contracts, such as leases, 
sales, and mandates, lowered transaction costs and made trade more efficient. He also 
identifies developments in the law of partnerships (societas) during this period as 
beneficial to private state suppliers (publicani).44 For the Imperial period, Richard 
Alston warns against simplistic modelling of the state as a uniform consumptive 
structure, and instead proposes that state organisational effects should be studied as 
regionally variable and unplanned.45 He examines the effect of state-led institutional 
activities such as market formation, defence of supply routes, and military 
expenditure on the development of trade, labour organisation and investment.46  
 
Dominic Rathbone makes a comprehensive case for analysing the Imperial fiscal 
system as a framework for understanding imperial administration and societal 
structure.47 To this end he reconstructs state expenditure, noting factors including 
                                                
 
44 Harris (2007), 517-19; on partnerships see also Frier and Kehoe (2007), 128.  
45 Richard Alston, ‘Writing the Economic History for the Late Antique East: A Review’, AWE 3, no. 1 
(2004): 128. 
46 Alston (2004), 124–36. Andrew Wilson critiques Alston’s rejection of the impact of technological 
developments on economic development and the possibility of non-state long-distance trade. Wilson 
argues that this leads Alston to inconsistency: he argues for a smaller role for the state in economic 
affairs while also identifying the state as the dominant player in Hellenistic economic development. 
Andrew Wilson, ‘Cyrenaica and the Late Antique Economy’, AWE 3, no. 1 (2004): 143–54 
47 Dominic W. Rathbone, ‘The Imperial Finances’, in The Cambridge Ancient History: The Augustan 
Empire, 43 BC–AD 69, ed. Alan K. Bowman, Edward Champlin, and Andrew Lintott (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1996). 
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military maintenance and pay, the administrative system of governance and law, 
public expenditure such as roads and buildings, and the varied liabilities of the 
Emperor. He also sets out the system of imperial taxes and assets that met state 
expenditure, as well as the systems of coinage and treasuries that functioned as the 
media of expenditure and income. Although Rathbone has a descriptive focus on the 
anatomy of the fiscal system, his model identifies varied structuring influences on 
social organisation, ranging from the emperor and the central treasury, to provincial 
treasuries, local elites and the stability of tax systems across the Empire.48 Hence, 
while he notes the centralisation of fiscal organisation by the Emperor, his model of 
expenditure identifies the varied organisational influences on Roman Imperial socio-
political organisation, including local cooperation, incomplete monetisation, popular 
pressure for benefaction, and other political weaknesses.49  
 
2.4.2 Ptolemies 
Joe Manning offers a comprehensive study of land tenure in Ptolemaic Egypt, through 
which he examines the nature and organisation of social, political, and economic 
power in Ptolemaic society.50 His study is an example of how political economy can 
be successfully applied to a study of Hellenistic political organisation.51 He uses land 
tenure regimes as an institutional framework through which to model socio-political 
organisation in Ptolemaic Egypt. His analysis leads him to reject the centralised, 
dirigiste models of Rostovtzeff and Préaux. He instead stresses the regional variance 
of Ptolemaic royal power, which was dependent on military settlements and local 
elites. 52  In particular, Manning defines the Ptolemaic bureaucratic system as 
concerned with revenue maximisation and not agricultural micromanagement. He 
reconstructs a complex, regionally contingent administration of land tenure contracts, 
tax collection by local elites, military enforcement, and increasing legal 
                                                
 
48 On the monetary system see Rathbone (1996), 316-20.  
49 Rathbone (1996), 321-23. 
50 Manning (2003). 
51 Manning (2003), 26. 
52 Manning (2003), 129-36. 
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rationalisation such as banking and contract registration.53 In short, Manning asserts 
the inseparability of political and economic processes. 54  That is, the study of 
Ptolemaic fiscal institutions, such as tax farming or land organisation, should be 
analysed as networks between state and local hierarchies, markets, coinage, and law.55 
In a similar mode of enquiry, Bruce Frier and Dennis Kehoe set out how the 
institutional history of land ownership in Ptolemaic Egypt slowed agricultural 
development in comparison with other parts of the Roman empire, where elite 
landowners and large estates came much earlier than the third century CE.56 
 
Sitta von Reden echoes Manning’s definition of economic demand as a socially- and 
culturally-dependent concept. She rejects that markets emerged exclusively as a result 
of increased monetisation and surpluses. 57  Examining Ptolemaic markets, she 
identifies how the regime influenced demand and consumption habits, such as of 
wine. As such, she identifies consumption and demand as politically- and socially-
embedded processes, which can be analysed in order to throw light on communal 
organisation at both governmental and household levels.58 
 
2.4.3 Seleucids 
The relative paucity of literary evidence pertaining to the Seleucid economy has led 
scholars to focus on material evidence and especially coinage. Gerassimos Aperghis 
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of Hellenistic Societies, Third to First Centuries BC, ed. Zosia Archibald, John K. Davies, and Vincent 
Gabrielsen (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011), esp. 300-03. 
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offers a quantified model of the Seleucid economy in the third and second centuries. 
Yet, while he defines his research as a relational study of population, production, 
taxation, and coinage, his resultant model falls short of a political economy of the 
Seleucid state. 59 He frames his approach by asking how Seleucid kings were able to 
convert revenue, which was collected in kind, into metal to strike coinage.60  He 
describes his answer as ‘modernist’, in that it establishes the Seleucid state as ‘profit-
orientated’. 61  Increased monetisation of Seleucid society, he argues, fulfils the 
monarch’s need for a cycle of coinage between taxation and expenditure.62 His model 
defines the Seleucid king as a ‘rentier’, who maximises coined income without 
managing production, and posits the monarch in ‘close’ and ‘personal’ control of a 
tax harvesting system that was ‘efficient’ and designed to meet his personal aims.63  
 
The problem with Aperghis’ fiscal model of the Seleucid state is its reduction of a 
complex system to a single paradigm: the profit motive of the Seleucid king. As John 
Ma notes, the generalised appeal to maximising revenues as state policy ‘neglect[s] 
the political nature of the royal economy – a messy balance of violence, consent, 
benefaction and bureaucratic integration’. 64 That is, Aperghis falls back to the ruler-
centrism that defined twentieth-century scholarship in this field.65 His model is also 
weakened by attempts at quantification. For example, we might note the questionable 
accuracy of his quantification of Hasmonaean Judaean taxes. His estimated 
population for Hasmonaean Judaea of 200,000-250,000 is based on supposed remarks 
                                                
 
59 Gerassimos. G. Aperghis, The Seleukid Royal Economy: The Finances and Financial Administration 
of the Seleukid Empire (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004); Gerassimos. G. Aperghis, 
‘Population - Production - Taxation - Coinage: A Model for the Seleucid Economy’, in Hellenistic 
Economies, ed. Zosia H. Archibald et al. (Abingdon: Routledge, 2001). 
60 Aperghis (2004), 30, 297. 
61 By modernist, Aperghis denies any ‘essential differences in the economic priorities’ of Seleucid and 
modern states. Aperghis (2004), 300-03. 
62 Hence ‘Seleucid coinage functioned principally to serve the administration’s needs and not those of 
its subjects’: Aperghis (2001), 96-97; cf. Aperghis (2004), chapter 11. 
63 Aperghis (2004), 303, 297, 295. 
64 John Ma, ‘Review of “The Seleucid Royal Economy”’, Hermathena 182 (2007), 187.  
65  Indeed, Aperghis describes Préaux’s study as ‘still the best evidence of the Ptolemaic royal 
economy’. Aperghis (2004), 30 note 2. Cf. §2.3.1. 
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by Nicanor in 2 Macc 8.10-11 and on calculations by Bezalel Bar-Kochva. Yet, it is 
difficult to attribute much historical accuracy to Nicanor’s words in 2 Maccabees 
given the variances in the Nicanor accounts between 1 Maccabees and 2 Maccabees. 
Similarly, Bar-Kochva’s figures are based on the questionable application of Roman 
Republic recruitment statistics to figures in 1 Maccabees. Similarly, on Hasmonaean 
tax levels, Aperghis problematically combines the fifth-century CE record of Seleucid 
revenues from Sulpicius Severus to the first-century CE Josephan record of Ptolemaic 
tax policy.66  
 
In contrast to Aperghis’ study, Andrew Monson’s approach to Seleucid political 
organisation is informed by political economy. He focuses on taxation as a fiscal 
institution determined by political influences. These include local cooperation, intra-
elite competition, administrative costs, and collective bargaining.67 Monson analyses 
the tax institution in terms of internal and external stability through the use of a 
stability index. 68  Unlike Aperghis’ modernist and profit-centric model, Monson 
concludes that Seleucid taxes fell during periods of stability as part of an effort to 
secure internal cooperation. In other words, Monson describes how Hellenistic states 
attempted to lower the discount on future cash flows during periods of stability by 
establishing local loyalty and cooperation. Monson’s presentation of Seleucid 
taxation, then, constitutes a more contingent and empirically reasoned framework 
than Aperghis’ model, since Monson accounts for the complexity of organisational 
influences across time and place.  
 
2.5 Conclusion: confirming a methodology for Judaean state research  
The principal conclusion for historians interested in Judaean political organisation is 
the issue of methodology. Historians outside the field of Hasmonaean studies have 
engaged with anthropological theories on complex societies. This has seen a rejection 
of universalising and cultural evolutionary theories of statehood. Ruler-centric and 
                                                
 
66 Aperghis (2001), 80. 
67 Andrew Monson, ‘Hellenistic Empires’, in Fiscal Regimes and the Political Economy of Premodern 
States, ed. Andrew Monson and Walter Scheidel (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015), 170. 
68 Monson (2015), 181-188. 
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top-down models have been critiqued for imposing generalised macrostructures and 
understating historical contingency. As a result, political structure is being 
approached less in terms of centralised dirigisme, and more as heterogeneous 
coalitions of organisational influences. This puts the many models of militaristic 
patrimony among Judaean political research at a disjunction with wider Hellenistic 
research. 
 
Among alternative strategies open to Judaean political historians is political economy. 
Political economy looks at the relation between political institutions and economic 
behaviour. Political economy is premised on the inseparability of a community’s 
political structure from its economic behaviour. It suggests that we might model 
Judaean political and social organisation by studying one aspect of its economic 
activity. This chapter noted the productive application of political economy in the 
study of Roman, Ptolemaic and Seleucid political organisation.  
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3 The Coins of Alexander Jannaeus  
3.1 Introduction 
In the following chapters, the thesis develops an alternative study of Hasmonaean 
political organisation. Using an approach informed by political economy, the thesis 
questions what the nature of monetised exchange might tell us about political 
organisation in Jannaean Judaea. The following chapters attempt to reconstruct 
Jannaeus’s monetary system, from which an understanding of Judaean social and 
political organisation can be drawn. In so doing, I argue that the system of Judaean 
monetary exchange under Jannaeus does not sanction militaristic patrimony as a 
model of Judaean political organisation.  
 
This chapter is concerned with the basic features of Jannaean coinage. This 
establishes the ground for the following chapter, where a model of Hasmonaean 
monetary exchange is offered. This chapter studies the epigraphic, iconographic and 
material characteristics of Jannaean coins. This chapter also presents some historically 
significant hoards. Some attention is given to the distribution of the coins and the 
methodological difficulty in studying coin use at Judaean sites in the light of the long 
periods of circulation.  
 
It is hoped that this chapter might enable wider use of Hasmonaean numismatics by 
Hasmonaean historians. The state of current scholarship on Hasmonaean coins 
presents a barrier to the integration of numismatic data with textual study. We lack a 
systematic study of the metrology, function, and regional context of Hasmonaean 
coinage, such as numismatists have produced for Herod, the Bar Kokhba revolt, and 
the Seleucids. 1 At the same time, while a die study might secure the chronology or 
quantification of Jannaean issues, such a task is frustrated by the vast quantity of 
                                                
 
1 Donald T. Ariel and Jean-Philippe Fontanille, The Coins of Herod: A Modern Analysis and Die 
Classification (Leiden: Brill, 2011); Leo Mildenberg, Coinage of the Bar Kokhba War (Aarau: 
Sauerländer, 1984); Arthur Houghton, Catharine Lorber, and Oliver D. Hoover, Seleucid Coins: A 
Comprehensive Catalogue. Part 2, Seleucus IV through Antiochus XIII (New York: The American 
Numismatic Society, 2008). 
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Jannaean coins, their poor state of preservation, and the many imitative or off-flan 
strikes. Indeed, little attention has been paid to the way in which monetary exchange 
functioned in Judaea or why Jannaeus supported a florescence of Hasmonaean bronze 
coins. 
 
This chapter argues that the incidence of correlation between coinage and political 
organisation should not be sought at the level of coin iconography. As such, the aim 
of the chapter is to counsel against the frequent marshalling of Jannaean coin 
iconography and legends in favour of militaristic patrimony. I suggest that 
Hasmonaean coin images and legends have been narrowly assumed as evidence of the 
patrimonial nature of Jannaean ruler because they apparently point to a picture of 
Hasmonaean authority as an inherited tradition. We noted in §1.2 that the 
legitimisation of the ruler’s sovereignty by religious custom, divine appointment, and 
ancestral precedent is a character of patrimonialism in distinction from tyranny or 
sultanism.2 While it may well be that Hasmonaean authority operated in this vein, I 
suggest that coin design is insufficient proof for a ruler-centric, patrimonial model. 
 
3.2 The origins and purpose of coinage 
In the previous chapter, an effort was made to establish political economy as a viable 
way of approaching the issue of political organisation in Hellenistic society. In this 
section, following the premises of political economy, I propose a correlation between 
Judaean economic processes and socio-political arrangement: which is to say that the 
study of Hasmonaean coinage may inform us about the anatomy of political 
organisation in Jannaean Judaea. In order to launch this proposition, the thesis must 
address the nature, function, and importance of bronze coinage to Hasmonaean 
Judaea. Above all in so doing, it must be queried as to whether small change is a valid 
object for political economy and, as such, whether coinage can tell historians about 
the nature of Hellenistic politics. 
 
                                                
 
2 Gerber (1994), 128-29; Holloway (2002), 220; Curtis (2009), 270; Charrad and Adams (2011), 7-8. 
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A central question is the purpose and function of coinage: an issue which, as Alain 
Bresson notes, has developed in close connection with debate over the origins of 
coinage.3 Danny Syon has conducted a study into the production, circulation and 
deposition of bronze coinage in Judaea, including during the Hasmonaean period. 
Although noting that his study does not intend to address the reasons for bronze coin 
production, he ventures that coins were ‘used by the authority… to pay the army and 
other state expenditures: some taxes were paid by the population to the authority in 
coin; and economic activity - trade and commerce - was conducted more and more 
with coins as we progress in time’.4 Syon’s first observation, that small coinage was 
produced by states to make official payments, has been widely assumed in 
numismatic literature. In particular, state military payment has been promoted as the 
purpose of coinage in the Roman world (200 BCE – 200 CE) by Michael Crawford 
and in the Hellenistic world by François de Callataÿ.5 From this perspective, coinage 
offered a standardised and mobile medium for the disbursement of official 
transactions, which largely comprised military pay. Crawford thus argues that coin 
production was determined solely by the fiscal needs of the government. Addressing 
bronze coins in particular, Crawford draws a link between high coin production and 
high numbers of troops and deployed legions.6 De Callataÿ has argued in a similar 
way for the Hellenistic world by means of a study of bronze coin production in the 
Pontic economy from the fifth century BCE, where he finds spikes in coin production 
                                                
 
3  Alain Bresson, ‘Coinage and Money Supply in the Hellenistic Age’, in Making, Moving and 
Managing: The New World of Ancient Economies, 323-31 BC, ed. Zosia H. Archibald, John K. Davies, 
and Vincent Gabrielsen (Oxford: Oxbow Books, 2005). 
4 Danny Syon and Susan Holzman, Small Change in Hellenistic-Roman Galilee: The Evidence from 
Numismatic Site Finds as a Tool for Historical Reconstruction (Jerusalem: Israel Numismatic Society, 
2015), 34; cf. 32 nn. 14. 
5 R. M. Cook, ‘Speculation on the Origins of Coinage’, Hist 7, no. 3 (1958): 257–62; Michael H. 
Crawford, ‘Money and Exchange in the Roman World’, JRS 60, (1970): 40-48; François de Callataÿ, 
‘Quantifying Monetary Production in Greco-Roman Times: A General Frame’, in ed. François de 
Calataÿ Quantifying Monetary Supplies in Greco-Roman Times: Proceedings of the Third Francqui 
Conference Held at the Academia Belgica, Rome, 29-30 Sept 2008 (Bari: Edipuglia, 2011), 7-29.  
6 Crawford (1970), 46, 48. 
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under Mithridates VI at the time of the wars with Rome.7 Although noting a desire not 
to ‘fall into the radicalisation of Crawford’, de Callataÿ proposes that coins were 
struck to discharge public expenditure and that, given the core of public expenditure 
was the military, the essential service of coinage was military pay.8 Likewise, Colin 
Kraay argues that coins were initially produced to meet state payments, as opposed to 
encourage local commerce, given the limited utility of large denominations for 
everyday transactions, the restricted geographic circulation of early coinages, and the 
inability of merchants to encourage adoption of coinage as a medium of exchange.9 In 
a partially similar vein, Bresson explains that much coin production was aimed to 
meet state expenses, while local commerce determined the subsequent rules of 
circulation.10 
 
Other numismatists have been more circumspect than Crawford and de Callataÿ in 
attributing the purpose of coinage to state payments. In particular, some scholars have 
stressed the plausible function of bronze coin production in the facilitation of 
commerce. A common line of analysis involves what Andrew Howgego describes as 
an ‘uncomfortable pluralism’, which proposes that military disbursement would have 
                                                
 
7  François de Callataÿ, L’histoire des guerres mithridatiques vue par les monnaies (Louvain-La- 
Neuve: Département d’archéologie et d’histoire de l’art, séminaire de numismatique Marcel Hoc, 
1997); François de Callataÿ, ‘Guerres et monnayage à l’époque hellénistique. Essai de mise en 
perspective suivi d’une annexe sur le monnayage de Mithridate VI Eupator’, in Économie antique. La 
guerre dans les économies antiques, eds. J. Andreau, P. Briant and R. Descat (Saint-Bertrand de-
Comminges: Musée archéologique départemental, 2000); François de Callataÿ, ‘The First Royal 
Coinages of Pontos (from Mithridates III to Mithridates V)’, in Mithridates VI and the Pontic 
Kingdom, ed. Jakob Munk Højte (Aarhus: Aarhus University Press, 2009).  
8 De Callataÿ (2000), 355. 
9 Colin M. Kraay, ‘Hoards, Small Change and the Origin of Coinage’, JHS 84 (1964): 76–91. For 
further consideration of the military reasosn for Greek cities’ production of coins, see also Olivier 
Picard, ‘Le valeur du bronze: du métal à la monnaie’, in Aux origines de la monnaie fiduciaire. 
Traditions métallurgiques et innovations numismatiques: Actes de l’atelier international des 16 et 17 
novembre 2012 à Tours, ed. Catherine Grandjean and Aliki Moustaka (Paris: De Boccard, 2013); 
Olivier Picard, ‘Le monnayage des cités grecques et la guerre’, RN 6, 155 (2000): 7–8. 
10 Bresson (2005), 50. 
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ranked highly, but not exclusively, among states’ motivations for coin production.11 
Howgego has pointed out that periods of considerable state expenditure could occur 
without new coin issuance and, moreover, that some issuances of coinage occurred 
without correlated expenditure.12 Howgego also stresses the potential role of coinage 
in facilitating trade, the apparent desire by states to ensure smooth functioning of 
local commercial economies, and issues of state pride, power and politics. Small 
bronzes could have replaced fractional silvers and eased low value trade via the 
provision of an alternative to bartering.13 At the same time, the production of bronze 
coinage has been discussed as a profitable exercise for states, who might have 
benefited from collecting seigniorage or the commission extracted from converting 
bronze and silver coins. 14  Martin Price combines these aspects in ascribing the 
production of coinage to increased economic demand: unlike silver fractions, bronze 
‘flans of convenient size, even if greatly overvalued, could now supply the demand 
for a daily coinage’. 15  Indeed, the practical benefits of bronze coinage and the 
increased monetisation of Hellenistic economies have also been stressed as important 
reasons for bronze production in the period. Marie-Christine Marcellesi stresses the 
availability of alloy and the ease of striking as practical advantages of bronze coinage 
                                                
 
11 Christopher J. Howgego, ‘Why Did Ancient States Strike Coins?’, NC 150, (1990), 25; Christopher 
Howgego, Ancient History from Coins, (Abingdon: Routledge, 1995), 3. 
12 Howgego (1990), 11-15. 
13 Selene Psoma, ‘La monnaie de bronze: les débuts d’une institution’, in Aux origines de la monnaie 
fiduciaire. Traditions métallurgiques et innovations numismatiques: Actes de l’atelier international des 
16 et 17 novembre 2012 à Tours, ed. Catherine Grandjean and Aliki Moustaka (Paris: De Boccard, 
2013); 57, 63-4; Le Rider (1965), 339; Georges Le Rider, ‘Antiochos IV (175-164) et le monnayage de 
bronze séleucide’, BCH 118, no. 1 (1994), 27. 
14 The ability of states to profit from the manufacture of bronze coins is noted in an inscription from 
Sestos, although the precise mechanism for extracting profit is not specified. Marie-Christine 
Marcellesi estimates that bronze coins were on average 4-10 times overvalued upon issuance and also 
raises the possibility of profiting from controlling the conversion of bronze and silver coins. Marie-
Christine Marcellesi, ‘Adoption et diffusion de la monnaie de bronze dans le monde égéen: une 
évolution économique et institutionelle’, SE 24 (2010), 262; Hans von Fritze, ‘Sestos: Die Menas-
Inschrift und das Münzwesen der Stadt’, Nomisma 1 (1904): 1–13; see also Le Rider (1994), 27. It 
should be noted  
15 Martin J. Price, ‘Early Greek Bronze Coinage’, in Essays in Greek Coinage Presented to Stanley 
Robinson (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1968). 
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relative to silver; the financial interest of the state in exchanging bronze for silver 
coins; and the demand for small coins from increasingly monetised economies in the 
form of fines, interest and religious levies.16 However, for Judaea during the period in 
question, Syon is cautious in drawing links between bronze coin production and the 
arrangements of economics and labour. Syon critiques Sean Freyne and Morgan 
Kelly, who have drawn a link between the increased use of small bronze coinage, on 
the one hand, and the increased complexity of commerce and division of labour on the 
other.17 In Freyne and Kelly’s view, the production of small change reflects the small, 
frequent payments that are characteristic of urbanised and stratified economies. 
However, Syon finds that the quantity of bronze coinage circulating in rural Judaean 
settlements does not tally with economic complexity and specialisation, and counsels 
caution before attributing rapid economic change to Hasmonaean and Herodian 
Judaea.18 
 
Implicit in many of the arguments in favour of a function of coinage beside state 
expenditure is that ancient coin producers had some concept of economic 
management. That is, if we accept the states were motivated to produce coinage for 
reasons other than official expenditure, however less important these reasons may 
rank relative to state disbursement, then we are led to admit some degree of concern 
for the circulation of coins and the functioning of the non-state economy. Sitta von 
Reden has argued in this way for the Ptolemaic economy, identifying ‘a very active 
monetary policy which was bound up with political ritual, fiscal interests, and in some 
cases military expenditure’. 19  For the Seleucid economy, Aperghis identifies a 
conscious monetary policy on the part of the king evidenced in ‘peace-time 
                                                
 
16 Marcellesi (2010). 
17 Sean Freyne, ‘Herodian Economics in Galilee’, in Modelling Early Christianity: Social-Scientific 
Studies of the New Testament in Its Context, ed. Philip F. Esler (London: Taylor & Francis, 2002); 
Morgan Kelly, ‘Division of Labour in the Long Run: Evidence from Small Change’ (Dublin: 
Unpublished Article). 
18 Syon and Holzman (2015), 33-4. 
19 Sitta Von Reden, ‘The Ancient Economy and Ptolemaic Egypt’, in Ancient Economies, Modern 
Methodologies: Archaeology, Comparative History, Models and Institutions, ed. Peter Fibiger Bang, 
Mamoru Ikeguchi, and Harmut G. Ziche (Bari: Edipuglia, 2006), 174. 
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replacement coinage’: that is, a regular issuance of coinage to maintain a constant 
monetary base, which could support commerce and taxation.20  
 
However, there are practical difficulties to the theory of active management of 
Hellenistic economies, including questions over how Hellenistic mints monitored the 
monetary base. A theorised model of how early states viewed the monetary supply 
and price levels has been offered by Thomas Sargent and François Velde.21 They 
inquire into the historical processes between 1200 and 1850 that led to the 
establishment of a well-managed fiat system: namely, the development of a quantity 
theory of money and the control of monetary supply to regulate inflation. Of 
particular interest to our Hellenistic enquiry is Sargent and Velde’s description of how 
small coins were subject to both persistent shortages over time and also repeated 
depreciation, which they describe as the counterintuitive ‘problem of small change’.22 
Their explanatory model comprises two propositions. First, they extend a demand 
theory of money to small coins, which they term ‘the penny in advance constraint’.23 
By this, they mean that small coins provide an additional liquidity service over large 
denomination coins, because there are certain low value transactions for which only 
small coins can be used. As a result, when there is a shortage of small coins and the 
‘penny in advance constraint’ becomes binding, the low denomination coins must 
depreciate relative to large denomination coins (i.e., more small coins per every large 
coin) because otherwise people would not be willing to hold both low and high 
denomination coins (i.e., the rates of return for the denominations would differ).24 As 
a result, during shortages of small coins, the price level per small coin rises and there 
is inflation. Their second proposition concerns the so-called silver points of small 
coins: namely, the state established boundaries or intervals for each particular 
denomination of coin, within which each coin’s price level must occur if all 
denominations are to circulate. The issue, however, is that growth and shrinkage in 
                                                
 
20 Aperghis (2001), 66; Aperghis (2004), 230. 
21 Thomas J. Sargent and François R. Velde, The Big Problem of Small Change (Princeton, N.J.: 
Princeton University Press, 2001). 
22 Sargent and Velde (2001), 15. 
23 Sargent and Velde (2001), 10ff. 
24 Sargent and Velde (2001), 16. 
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the economy precipitates dislocations in the silver points of each coin, which in turn 
creates an incentive or disincentive among coin-holders to convert their coins at the 
mint to arbitrage the price dislocation. For Sargent and Velde, this is the cause of 
small coin shortages and, in turn, explains the so-called ‘problem of small change’, 
whereby small coins experience persistent depreciation and periods of shortage. For 
the government and mint, the basement of small coins is a temporary cure for the 
‘problem’, which effectively corrects the dislocation in the silver points for that coin.  
 
In sum, numismatic scholarship broadly identifies some hierarchy of motivating 
choices by Hellenistic rulers in their decision to produce coinage, which ranges from 
a commonly assumed standardisation of state and military payments, to secondary 
considerations such as the ability to profit from bronze coin production or facilitate 
local commercial activity. The question, from the perspective of our political 
economy of Hasmonaean Judaea, is whether this informs our understanding of the 
anatomy of socio-political organisation. In moving towards an answer, this chapter 
argues that it is difficult to draw a correlation between coinage and political 
organisation at the level of iconography and legends. 
 
3.3 Preliminary issues 
3.3.1 Hasmonaean coinage before Jannaeus 
Jannaeus was the third Hasmonaean ruler to strike coins. The first coinage with some 
degree of Hasmonaean involvement appears to have been produced under Jannaeus’s 
father, Hyrcanus I.25 The earliest coins with an attribution to a Jerusalem mint in the 
                                                
 
25 Dan Barag had attributed a bronze coin with obverse Antiochus IV and reverse seated female deity 
(SC 1489: 13-15mm, median 3.00 – 3.49g) to a Jerusalem mint between 167 and 164 BCE. Barag’s 
case is weakened by insufficient finds in Jerusalem and his uncritical use of 1 Maccabees, from which 
he concludes that Jerusalem was the centre of military activity in the period. Houghton et al. prefer a 
Samarian attribution (SC II.2, 94-95). Oren Tal, ‘Greek Coinages of Palestine,’ in The Oxford 
Handbook of Greek and Roman Coinage, ed. William E. Metcalf (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
2012), 264; Danny Syon, ‘Numismatic Evidence of Jewish Presence in Galilee before the Hasmonean 
Annexation?’, INR 1 (2006): 21–24; Dan B. Barag, ‘The Mint of Antiochus IV in Jerusalem; 
Numismatic Evidence on the Prelude to the Maccabean Revolt’, INJ 14 (2000-02): 59–77. 
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late Hellenistic period are the issues of Antiochus VII with a anchor / flower type 
(Figure 3.1). These might be attributed to a Jerusalem mint owing to the concentration 
of find spots in Jerusalem, where this type comprises 26 of the 31 Antioch VII issues 
identified in Ariel’s 1982 survey of Jerusalemite coin finds. 26 The dates on these 
issues offer a terminus post quem of 132/1 – 131/0 BCE (Seleucid era 181 and 182) 
for minting by the Hasmonaean dynasty.27 Hyrcanus I struck coins as ןנחוהי. Although 
initially attributed to Hyrcanus II by Meshorer and McLean, finds at Beth Zur, Gezer, 
Masada, Samaria and Khirbet Qumran make Hyrcanus I more likely.28  
 
  
Figure 3.1 Bronze of Antiochus VII with anchor / flower (ΒΑΣΙΛΕΩΣ ΑΝΤΙΟΧΟΥ 
ΕΥΡΓΕΤΟΥ ΒΠΡ) 131/0 BCE 
Yale University Art Gallery (2002.121.75) 
 
The first Hasmonaean coins exclusively in the name of a Judaean monarch are more 
difficult to date. In terms of historical context, a decline in Seleucid bronze supply to 
Palestine after Antiochus VII’s Parthian campaign, noted by Rappaport, could have 
seen ןנחוהי types struck out of monetary necessity around 129 BCE.29 Alternatively, 
                                                
 
26 Donald T. Ariel, ‘A Survey of Coins Finds in Jerusalem (until the End of the Byzantine Period)’, LA 
32 (1982): 273–326; SC, 391-92. 
27 For attribution to Jerusalem see: Hoover (2003); Syon (2006), 21–24; GBC 183ff. 
28 For the early and incorrect attribution see: AJC 136ff; M. D. McLean, ‘The Initial Coinage of 
Alexander Jannaeus,’ ANSMN 26 (1981): 153–161; cf. Baruch Kanael, ‘The Beginning of Maccabean 
Coinage’, IEJ 1 no. 3 (1950): 170–75. For more recent identifications, see Dan B. Barag and Shraga 
Qedar, ‘The Beginning of Hasmonean Coinage’, INJ 4 (1980): 8–21; CNG 154ff. 
29 Uriel Rappaport, ‘The Emergence of Hasmonean Coinage’, AJSR 1 (1976): 171–186. 
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Danny Syon, Zvi Yavor and Nimrod Getzov have reasonably suggested a date around 
125 BCE, following the death of Demetrius II. 30  This would coincide with the 
beginning of independent silver coinage in Tyre and the city’s civic era, marked on 
silver and bronze issues from 125 BCE.31  
 
Hyrcanus’s helmet coin might be the first Hasmonaean issue without Seleucid 
involvement. This is given credence by its unusual production style. The coin is 
unique among Hyrcanan coinage in terms of weight (Meshorer records one example 
at 3.71g against his suggested average of 1.50-2.50g for Hyrcanus I coins), fabric 
(non-bevelled flan) and the Ptolemaic style of circular inscription (unlike the Seleucid 
style of parallel inscriptions on Hyrcanus’s flower / palm coins). 32  It has been 
suggested that a non-Hasmonaean mint struck this coin for Hyrcanus early in his 
reign.33 Site finds suggest that Antiochus’s helmet coin circulated in the Hasmonaean 
area, having been found in lower Galilee, Samaria and Jerusalem, and the Northern 
Israel hoard.34 Houghton et al. have suggested that Antiochus’s coin of this type 
might have been struck in Dor, Joppa, or a mint attached to the army during the 
conflict with Tryphon around 138 BCE. If Houghton et al. are correct in linking the 
Antiochus VII helmet coinage with the Tryphon conflict around 138 BCE, then we 
                                                
 
30 S Danny Syon, Zvi Yavor, and Nimrod Getzov, ‘Gamla 1997-2000’, ’Atiqot 50 (2005): 60. 
31 Alla Kushnir-Stein, ‘Gaza Coinage Dated LIC - A Reappraisal’, SNR 74 (1995): 51 note 15; Kent J. 
Rigsby, Asylia: Territorial Inviolability in the Hellenistic World (Berkeley, C.A.: University of 
California Press, 1997), 482-83. 
32 For weights see TJC and §1.2.4. 
33 Kushnir-Stein suggests a south Phoenician coastal mint, noting that the Jerusalem mint struck on 
bevelled flans until 69/70 CE. Ariel has observed, however, that some Jannaean anchor / star (TJC L7-
10) coins are struck on non-belled flans. It is difficult to assert whether the TJC L type, which is 
characterised by poor production quality (see §1.2.6), is representative of standard Hasmonaean 
production, or indeed are simply too thin to exhibit the bevelled flan mould. Alla Kushnir-Stein, ‘Some 
Observations on Palestinian Coins with a Bevelled Edge’, INJ 14 (2000-02): 78–83; Donald T. Ariel, 
‘Judean Perspectives of Ancient Mints and Minting Technology,’ INJ 7 (2012): 43–80, esp. 58-59. 
34 SC 391; Oliver D. Hoover, ‘Northern Israel Hoard’, in Coin Hoards X: Greek Hoards, ed. Oliver D. 
Hoover, Andrew Meadows, and Ute Wartenberg (New York: The American Numismatic Society, 
2010), #309. 
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might have reason to move the date of Hyrcanus’s initial coins to the period before 
Antiochus’ death in 129 BCE.  
 
 
Figure 3.2 Bronze of Antiochus VII with helmet / aphlaston (SC 2122) 
American Numismatic Society (1944.100.77917) 
 
Notwithstanding the unclear context for the earliest issues, coins of the double 
cornucopia / inscription type are the most common finds among pre-Jannaean 
coinage. This type is struck by both Hyrcanus I (נחוהין) and Aristobulus I (הדוהי). In 
addition to the methodological difficulties in quantifying struck coinage in the 
Hellenistic period, our inability to accurately attribute many of these coin types 
renders a quantification of pre-Jannaean coins impossible.35  
 
                                                
 
35 See note 36. 
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3.3.2 Where Jannaean coins are found 
Jannaean coins have been excavated in large quantities from sites throughout 
Hasmonaean territory. 36  Jannaean coins are scarce outside Judaea: note the 
exceptional Jannaean coin specimens from Cyprus and a single anchor / star coin in a 
late bronze hoard of predominantly Seleucid Damascene issues.37 Jannaean coins are 
numerous in Judaean excavations. Gitler’s survey of coins excavated from the Old 
City of Jerusalem reports that Jannaean coinage makes up 39.7% of the finds dating 
from the Ptolemaic to Byzantine periods (third century BCE to mid-seventh century 
CE), and more than half of the total coins from this period excavated from the Citadel 
and Jewish Quarter.38 By Jean-Philippe Fontanille and Donald Ariel’s estimation, 
Jannaeus minted five times as many coins as Herod.39 Andrea Berlin observes that 
Jannaean coins excavated from sites in Israel outnumber all Ptolemaic, Seleucid and 
autonomous Phoenician finds in Israel combined.40  Although numerous, Jannaean 
coin finds are not uniform across Judaea. By means of illustration, Table 3.1 displays 
                                                
 
36 However, the quantity of excavated coinage is not evidence of quantity of coinage struck. One 
proposed methodology of estimating coin production involves determining the number of dies used for 
a given type and multiplying this by the number of coins we might expect to have been produced by a 
die. The degree of accuracy and the extent to which this activity is useful is disputed, not least by de 
Callataÿ and Buttrey. E.g., François de Callataÿ, L’Argent Monnayé d’Alexandre Le Grand à Auguste 
(Brussels: Cercle d’Études Numismatique, 1993); François de Callataÿ, ‘A Quantitative Survey of 
Hellenistic Coinages: Recent Achievements’, in Making, Moving and Managing: The New World of 
Ancient Economies, 323-31 BC, ed. Zosia H. Archibald, John K. Davies, and Vincent Gabrielsen 
(Oxford: Oxbow Books, 2005); Ted V. Buttrey and S. E. Buttrey, ‘Calculating Ancient Coin 
Production, Again’, AJN 9 (1997): 113–35. 
37 Gabriel Barkay. ‘A Coin of Alexander Jannaeus from Cyprus’, IEJ 27, no. 2/3 (1977): 119–20; 
Nicholas L. Wright, ‘A Late Seleukid Bronze Hoard c.1988 (CH 10, 349)’, in Coin Hoards: Greek 
Hoards Vol. X. ed. Oliver D. Hoover, Andrew Meadows, and Ute Wartenberg (New York: The 
American Numismatic Society, 2010). 
38 Haim Gitler, ‘A Comparative Study of Numismatic Evidence from Excavations in Jerusalem’, LA 46 
(1996): 317–62. 
39 Ariel and Fontanille (2011), 157. 
40  Andrea M. Berlin, ‘Manifest Identity: From Ioudaios to Jew: Household Judaism as Anti-
Hellenization in the Late Hasmonean Era’, in Between Cooperation and Hostility: Multiple Identities in 
Ancient Judaism and the Interaction with Foreign Powers, ed. Jakob Wöhrle and Rainer Albertz 
(Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2013), 164. 
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the proportions of Hellenistic (332-37 BCE, i.e., between the Persian and Herodian 
periods), Hasmonaean (Hyrcanus to Antigonus) and Jannaean coins reported by 
Kenyon’s 1961-67 excavations in Jerusalem and from some well documented sites in 
northern Galilee. The numbers of coins excavated from a site should not be 
interpreted as an indicator of demographic or economic activity.41 
 
                                                
 
41 The difficulty in concluding site activity or population from coin deposits is epitomised by Richard 
Reece’s so-called ‘Fishbourne effect’. At the Roman palace in Fishbourne, coin finds from the first 30 
years of occupation, before the construction of the palace’s mosaic floors, total 122 coins. For the 125 
years of occupation following the construction of the mosaic floors, only 31 coins have been found. As 
Reece observes, the occupants’ behaviour and wealth cannot be deemed responsible for the distinct 
levels of coin loss. More reasonably, the wood and mortar floors of the palace’s first 30 years simply 
disguised more lost coins than the mosaic floors. Richard Reece, ‘The Interpretation of Coin Finds: A 
Review’, in Coin Finds and Coin Use in the Roman World: The Thirteenth Oxford Symposium on 
Coinage and Monetary History, 25-27th March 1993, a NATO Advanced Research Workshop, ed. 
Cathy E. King and David G. Wigg (Berlin: Gebrüder Mann Verlag, 1996). 
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Table 3.1 Hellenistic Coins from sites in Northern Galilee 
Site✝ Total Hellenistic Hasmonaean (% of 
Hellenistic) 
Jannaean (% of 
Hellenistic) 
Jerusalem (Kenyon 
1961-67) 
490 419 (86%) 374 (76%) 
Nabratein 12 4 (33%) 3 (25%) 
Gush Ḥalav 
(excluding hoard) 
20 5 (25%) 4 (20%) 
Meiron 197 108 (55%) 89 (45%) 
Gamla (1997-2000) 103 70 (68%) 38 (37%) 
Khirbet Shema’ 67 54 (80%) 34 (51%) 
Yodefat 172 81 (47%) 60 (35%) 
Sepphoris 14 12 (86%) 8 (57%) 
 
3.3.3 How Jannaean coins are identified 
Jannaean coins are identified by Palaeo-Hebrew, Greek, and Aramaic inscriptions 
(ןתנוהי or ןתני in Palaeo-Hebrew; ΑΛΕΞΑΝΔΡΟΥ in Greek; and סורדנסכלא in 
Aramaic). Association of the Hebrew name ןתנוהי with Jannaeus is based on the 
bilingual Hebrew and Greek inscriptions on some coins, which identify ןתנוהי as 
                                                
 
✝ Gabriela Bijovsky, ‘Numismatic Report’, in Excavations at Ancient Nabratein: Synagogue and 
Environs (Winona Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns, 2009), 383-86; Joyce Raynor, ‘Numismatics’, in 
Excavations at the Ancient Synagogue of Gush Ḥalav, ed. Eric M. Meyers, Carol L. Meyers, and James 
F. Strange (Winona Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns, 1990), 237; Eric M. Meyers et al., ‘Preliminary Report on 
the 1977 and 1978 Seasons at Gush Ḥalav (el-Jish)’, BASOR 223 (1979): 33-58; Joyce Raynor, 
Ya’akov Meshorer, and Richard S. Hanson, The Coins of Ancient Meiron, Meiron Excavation Project 4 
(Winona Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns, 1988); Danny Syon, ‘The Coins of Gamala’, INJ 12 (1992-93): 34–
55; Syon, Yavor, and Getzov (2005): 37–71; Richard Hanson S. and Michael L. Bates, ‘Numismatic 
Report’, in Ancient Synagogue Excavations at Khirbet Shema’, Upper Galilee, Israel, 1970-1972, 
Meiron Excavation Project 1 (Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press, 1976), 150-51; David Adan-
Bayewitz and Mordechai Aviam, ‘Iotapata, Josephus, and the Siege of 67: Preliminary Report on the 
1992-94 Seasons’, JRA 10 (1997): 158; Catharine S. Bunnell, ‘Catalogue of the Coins’, in Preliminary 
Report of the University of Michigan Excavations at Sepphoris, Palestine, in 1931 (Ann Arbor: 
University of Michigan Press, 1937), 36-39. 
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ΑΛΕΞΑΝΔΡΟΥ. Some scholars have suggested that coins with the name ןתני may 
have been struck by Jannaeus’s son Hyrcanus II, who may have taken the same 
Hebrew name as his father.42 Coin hoards make it difficult to attribute all ןתני issues to 
Hyrcanus II in this way. The Khirbet Mazin hoard (§3.9.1.3) has 1648 anchor/star 
coins with Greek inscriptions (TJC K), of which five have ןתני rather than ןתנוהי. It is 
reasonable to argue for a closure date for this hoard during Jannaeus’s reign, since 
only a single coin of the very common Jannaean type TJC L is present.43 Lambert’s 
Mount Ophel hoard (§3.9.1.1) offers corroboration, yielding 4 TJC K anchor/star 
coins with ןתני (nos. 9-12) among 283 anchor/ star coins with ןתנוהי (nos. 13-295) and 
only 6 TJC L (nos. 300-305).44 In short, the presence of ןתני issues in hoards lacking 
significant numbers of the frequent Jannaean TJC L coins goes some way to indicate 
that at least some ןתני coins were struck by Jannaeus. 
 
That Jannaeus struck with an abbreviation of ןתנוהי does not seem unusual when seen 
against the range of spelling variations for Jannaeus’s Hebrew name. Partial forms of 
ןתנוהי on coins include ןתנוי (TJC S32); תנוהי (AJC Ab1, 3); ןתנהי (AJC Eb1-5; TJC 
P46-49); ןוהי (AJC Eb6; TJC P50); in addition to illegible or fragmentary inscriptions 
(AJC Ec, Hc, He; TJC S45-46, K11-20) and imitative scripts (AJC Hd; TJC S42-44). 
Seen in this context, the attribution of ןתני coins to a successor appears unnecessary.  
 
                                                
 
42 For attribution of ןתני to Hyrcanus II see TJC, 27; James C. VanderKam, From Joshua to Caiaphas: 
High Priests after the Exile (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2004), 334ff. For attribution to Aristobulus II 
see Arie Kindler, ‘Hasmonean Coinage: Two Problems’, Cathedra 59 (1991): 12–18. See also: David 
Hendin and Ilan Shachar, ‘The Identity of YNTN on Hasmonaean Overstruck Coins and the 
Chronology of the Alexander Jannaeus Type’, INR 3 (2008), 87-94; David Hendin, ‘Hasmonean Coin 
Chronologies: Two Notes’, INJ 17 (2009-10): 34–38; Ilan Shachar, ‘The Historical and Numismatic 
Significance of Alexander Jannaeus’s Later Coinage as Found in Archaeological Excavations’, PEQ 
136, no. 1 (2004): 9. Danny Syon and Siegfried Ostermann catalogue by Hebrew name of the ruler, 
thereby maintaining a separation between ןתני and ןתנוהי. Syon (2004), 40; Siegfried Ostermann, Die 
Münzen der Hasmonäer: Ein kritischer Bericht zur Systematik und Chronologie (Göttingen: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2005), 45-46, 58. 
43 Donald T. Ariel and Yizhar Hirschfeld, ‘A Coin Assemblage from the Reign of Alexander Jannaeus 
Found on the Shore of the Dead Sea,’ IEJ 55, no. 1 (2005): 66–89. 
44 Charles Lambert, ‘A Hoard of Jewish Bronze Coins from Ophel’, PEQ 59, no. 4 (1927): 184–188. 
105 
 
3.3.4 How Jannaean coins are dated 
Hasmonaean coins were not usually struck with dates. Jannaeus strikes a single date, 
‘year 25’, on some anchor / star coins. Meshorer reports finding a cornucopia / 
inscription coin overstruck on a Tyrian bronze dated 98 BCE (TJC R23). Neither 
points are sufficient to determine an absolute chronology for the non-dated issues, 
particularly as numismatists cannot be certain as to whether these dated coins 
constitute early or late issues of their respective series.45  
 
Some scholars have offered relative chronologies, arguing primarily on the basis of 
internal coherence of iconographic and epigraphic types. Ilan Shachar suggests that 
Jannaean coins with a cornucopia / inscription precede those with the anchor / star 
design. There is logic in his proposal that Jannaeus initially struck the same types as 
his predecessors, and only later introduced the new anchor / star design. 46  By 
Shachar’s chronology, the anchor / star design was in circulation by 83/2 BCE. 
Shachar further posits that the anchor / star coins with Greek inscriptions came before 
the anchor / star coins with Aramaic. Shachar asserts this given the ‘progressive’ 
nature of Aramaic epigraphy. We should be cautious before seeing Aramaic as a 
necessarily late script: coins struck during the 66 BCE revolt and the Bar Kokhba 
                                                
 
45 This is contrary to Regev’s argument that the earliest date for this type of anchor / star coin is 78 
BCE (i.e., year 25 of Jannaeus’s reign). We cannot be certain that this coin type carried a dated from its 
initial minting. It could be that the date was struck on an existing coin type as a commemorative edition 
during his twenty-fifth year. Regev (2013), 218. 
46 Shachar (2004), 5–33; Hendin and Shachar (2008); Donald T. Ariel, ‘Coins from Area E.’, in Jewish 
Quarter Excavations in the Old City of Jerusalem: Conducted by Nahman Avigad 1969-1982, ed. 
Hillel Geva, vol. III (Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, 2006), 192. For numismatic reports 
utilising Shachar’s relative chronology see: Yoav Farhi and Randall Price, ‘The Numismatic Finds 
from the Qumran Plateau Excavations 2004-2006 and 2008 Seasons’, DSD 17 (2010): 218; Yoav 
Farhi, ‘The Coins’, in Khirbet Qeiyafa Excavation Report 2007-2008, ed. Yosef Garfinkel and Saar 
Ganor, vol. 1 (Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, 2009), 240; Hirschfeld and Ariel (2005), 84 notes 
16; Ariel (2006), 192. 
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revolt have Palaeo-Hebrew inscriptions, not Aramaic. No coins are known to have 
been struck in the name of Jannaeus’s successors. 47 
 
In establishing a chronology, numismatists must account for the continued circulation 
of Hasmonaean issues. From the perspective of the user, the date of a coin’s initial 
production was likely moot compared with the period for which the coin could be 
accepted as a store of value and instrument of transaction. Numismatists have widely 
noted that Jannaean coins continued to circulate into the Herodian, Roman and 
Byzantine periods.48 Of the 1770 coins from the Korazim synagogue, for example, 
Ariel records four Jannaean issues in two loci dating from a fifth-century CE 
deposit.49 At Gush Ḥalav, Gabriela Bijovsky records two Jannaean issues among a 
hoard of 418 Byzantine bronzes, and at Meroth, Zvi Ilan notes one coin of Jannaeus 
among a hoard of 485 predominantly Byzantine issues.50 An assemblage of 12 coins 
from the first century CE (strata 3-2) in the Jewish Quarter (Area N) contains two 
                                                
 
47 Caution must be paid in debating Hasmonaean coin chronology, as there is no evidence to suggest 
regular and consistent coin production. Shachar’s use of excavation data is problematic. He infers a 
83/2 BCE terminus ante quem for the anchor / star issue from finds at Pella, which Josephus reports as 
annexed and destroyed under Jannaeus in 83/2 BCE. Yet the historicity of Josephus’s account of 
Pella’s destruction (JA 13.397), together with Josephus’s wider narrative of Jannaean conquest and 
Judaisation, is by no means certain. In asserting this date, Shachar does not seem aware of Kasher and 
Rajak’s rejection of the destruction of Pella. Kasher (1990), 156-59; Rajak (1994), 293. 
48 For the circulation of Jannaean coinage in the Herodian and Roman periods see: Donald T. Ariel, 
‘Coins from Area N’, in Jewish Quarter Excavations in the Old City of Jerusalem: Conducted by 
Nahman Avigad 1969-1982 (Hillel Geva [ed.]; vol. VI; Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, 2014); 
Alexander Fantalkin and Oren Tal, ‘The “Yannai Line” (BJ I, 99-100; JA XIII, 390–91): Reality or 
Fiction?’, PEQ 135, no. 2 (2003), 111-12; Jodi Magness, The Archaeology of Qumran and the Dead 
Sea Scrolls (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 2003), 65; Syon (2004), 116-22; Rachel Hachlili, Ancient 
Synagogues - Archaeology and Art: New Discoveries and Current Research (Leiden: Brill, 2013), 556; 
Regev (2013), 217. 
49 Donald T. Ariel, ‘The Synagogue at Korazim: The 1962–1964, 1980–1987 Excavations. Coins from 
the Synagogue at Korazim’, IAA Reports 10 (2000): 33* – 49*. 
50 Gabriela Bijovsky, ‘The Gush Ḥalav Hoard Reconsidered’, ’Atiqot 35 (1998): 77–106; Zvi Ilan, ‘The 
Synagogue and Study House at Meroth’, in Ancient Synagogues: Historical Analysis and 
Archaeological Discovery, ed. Dan Urman and Paul V. M. Flesher (Leiden: Brill, 1998), 272. 
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Jannaean issues among coins of Herod, Archelaus, and the Jewish Revolt.51 Among 
the 74 coins in a hoard at Qalandiyeh (area C, locus 2) recorded by Ariel, 59 Jannaean 
specimens were deposited with 10 issues from the first century CE.52 At the site of 
Herod’s tomb in Herodium, 9 Jannaean coins were excavated.53 
 
Evidence of continued circulation has led some scholars to post-date some Jannaean 
issues as imitations, emergency issues, or the outputs of a successor. In particular, the 
Aramaic anchor / star coins (TJC L) have been proposed as a post-Jannaean imitations 
of the Greek anchor / star coins (TJC K).54 Supporting such a reading, the crude 
anchor / star type is frequently found in Herodian and Roman hoards and stratigraphic 
contexts. The late Jannaean finds noted above (Korazim, Gush Ḥalav, Meroth, and 
Jewish Quarter Area N) are all of this type, in addition to 46 of the 49 Jannaean issues 
in the first-century CE hoard at Qalandiyeh.55 Similarly, a single coin of the TJC  L 
anchor / star type is recorded among the floor make-up of a room in the Byzantine-
Abbayid building at Khirbet el-Thahiriya.56 A further example was found among the 
stratigraphic Roman and Provincial bronze finds at the first- to second-century CE 
                                                
 
51 Ariel, ‘Area N’ (2014). 
52 Donald T. Ariel, ‘The Coins from Qalandiya’, in The Land of Benjamin, ed. Yitzhak Magden, 
Donald T. Ariel, Gabriela Bijovsky, Yoav Tzionit, and Orna Sirkis (Jerusalem: Israel Antiquities 
Authority, 2004), 171. 
53 Nili Ahipaz, ‘The Coins from Herodium: The Tomb Area’, in Herodium: Final Reports of the 1972-
2010 Excavations Directed by Ehu Netzer, ed. Roi Porat, Rachel Chachy, and Yakov Kalman, vol. 1 
(Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society and Institute of Archaeology, Hebrew University, 2015), 410. 
54 Attribution of this type has been debated since earliest studies of the nineteenth- and twentieth 
centuries, with Madden (1881) dating the crude anchor / star coins to 78 BCE – 40 CE and Hill (1914) 
proposing that they seem to belong to a successor. More recently, Meshorer (1982; 2001) and Ariel 
(2000-02) have suggested these as issues of Alexandra Salome. Kindler has proposed that the Jaffa 
hoard of 850 TJC L coins might be the emission of an imitation, non-Jerusalem, imitation mint, while 
Hoover suggests a non-Jewish audience given the Aramaic epigraphy. Madden (1881), 96; Hill BMC 
Pal xcv, 210-11; Donald T. Ariel, ‘The Jerusalem Mint of Herod the Great: A Relative Chronology’, 
INJ 14 (2000-02): 109, note 62; Kindler (1954), 178; Hoover (2010), 160. 
55 Ariel (2004), 171. 
56 Robert Kool, ‘The Coins from Khirbat El-Thahiriya’, ’Atiqot 71 (2012): 73* – 77*. 
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settlement at ‘Ein ez-Zeituna. 57  This evidence is circumstantial, and while it is 
possible that some coins of this type were struck by a successor, it may be instead that 
the Aramaic anchor / star coins were simply among the last struck by Jannaeus. 
Second, scholars appeal to the crude production quality of the Aramaic anchor / star 
coins to support a post-Jannaeus date. Many of these coins show fragmentary or 
illegible iconography, impartial or unstruck faces, thin flans, undetached mould 
channels, or clipped edges.58 For example, among the 850 anchor / star coins of this 
type in the Jaffa hoard, 643 lack an inscription, 54 are struck with the same type on 
each face, and 130 have an unstruck face.59  However, appealing to degenerative 
production quality is not necessarily an indicator of post-Jannaean production. No 
literary evidence suggests that Salome, Hyrcanus II, or Aristobulus II struck cruder 
coinage than Jannaeus, or that Jannaeus’s successors were politically unable to strike 
in their own name. 
 
                                                
 
57 Bijovsky notes that ‘the coin of Alexander Jannaeus was probably part of the currency at the site 
during the first century CE’: Gabriela Bijovsky, ‘Coins from ’Ein Ez-Zeituna’, ’Atiqot 51 (2006): 85–
90. 
58  Specimens have been recorded as light as 0.08g (Jewish Quarter Areas A, X2, W) and 0.26g 
(Meiron).   
59 Kindler (1954). 
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3.4 Interpreting coin iconography and legends 
The relationship between political propaganda and numismatic design creates an 
extensive debate.60  I look here to establish an explicit framework with which to 
address Jannaean coin iconography and legends and their interpretation by historians. 
First, I suggest that there is no simple, causal relationship between political status and 
coin imagery. Among other scholars, Oren Tal, Oliver Hoover, Andrew Meadows and 
Alla Kushnir-Stein have detailed the various complex relationships between 
autonomy and coin design, showing that cities’ numismatic iconography and 
declarations of autonomy are difficult to correlate with changes to political status.61 
Second, in the absence of literary witnesses to guide exegesis of Judaean coin 
iconography, our conclusions are often little more than guesswork. Kevin Butcher has 
noted that to describe the significance of a symbol in a modern society necessitates a 
forensic knowledge of the community.62  We need only consider the diversity of 
                                                
 
60 There is no consistent and straightforward connection between sovereignty, propaganda, and coin 
designs. On the one hand, Robartus van der Spek asserts that Hellenistic ‘coinage mattered more as a 
propaganda weapon than as an economic medium’ and Oliver Hoover defines Hellenistic coins as ‘the 
greatest of ancient propaganda disseminators’. On the other hand, Alla Kushnir-Stein is more 
circumspect by arguing that it is ‘far from clear whether what one may see on these coins can be 
automatically translated into the reason for these coins’ very existence’ and Tonio Hölscher notes that 
‘the images as such are not very clear, difficult to understand, and therefore lacking the self-explaining 
evidence and convincing power that is to be expected from “propaganda”’. Oliver D. Hoover, ‘The 
Seleucid Coinage of John Hyrcanus I: The Transformation of a Dynastic Symbol in Hellenistic Judea’, 
AJN 15 (2003): 43; Robartus J. van der Spek, ‘The Hellenistic Near East’, in The Cambridge Economic 
History of the Greco-Roman World, ed. Ian Morris, Richard P. Saller, and Walter Scheidel 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 432-33; Alla Kushnir-Stein, ‘Was Late Hellenistic 
Silver Coinage Minted for Propaganda Purposes?’, NC 161 (2001): 45; Tonio Hölscher, ‘Money and 
Image: The Presence of the State on the Routes of Economy’, in Money as God? The Monetization of 
the Market and Its Impact on Religion, Politics, Law, and Ethics, ed. Jürgen von Hagen and Michael 
Welker (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2014), 131. 
61 Oren Tal, ‘“Hellenistic Foundations” in Palestine’, in Judah Between East and West: The Transition 
from Persian to Greek Rule (ca. 400-200 BCE), ed. Lester L. Grabbe and Lipschits Oded (London: 
T&T Clark, 2011), 249; Hoover (2004), 497; Meadows (2001), 57-58; Kushnir-Stein (2001), 45-46. 
62 Kevin Butcher, ‘Information, Legitimation, or Self-Legitimation? Popular and Elite Designs on the 
Coin Types of Syria’, in Coinage and Identity in the Roman Provinces, ed. Christopher Howgego, 
Volker Heuchert, and Andrew Burnett (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007), 147. 
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responses in modern societies to symbols such as the hammer and sickle, the poppy, 
the eye of providence, or St George’s cross to recognise that our parsing of ancient 
coin symbols are at best tentative, preliminary, and subjective.  
 
At the same time, given that history is an exercise in educated guesses, we may 
reasonably ask if coin images have any utility in telling us about the nature of 
Jannaean political organisation: in particular, whether images support a model of 
militaristic patrimony for Jannaean rule. First, coin iconography and legends have an 
important practical role in identifying the issuing authority and, by extension, thereby 
establishing trust between user and guarantor. As a fiduciary unit of account, issued at 
a premium to intrinsic value, the acceptability of a bronze coin among everyday users 
must have been a practical concern to mint officials. The convergence of coin design 
in the Hellenistic period, which has been widely observed, would have served an 
important function in securing fiduciary value.63 I suggest we recognise a system 
whereby a solider or merchant accepted a bronze coin on the grounds that they trusted 
in their ability to pass it to another user. As a result, unexceptional iconography 
plausibly encouraged users to trust a city or kingdom’s coins as legitimate fiduciary 
tokens, given that bronzes acquired value according to each user’s impression of type, 
size, and general acceptability.64 At the same time, we should avoid the extreme 
alternate position: namely, that certain coin types were selected at random or as 
defaults. It is fair, in my view, to recognise both that the Jannaean mint chose coin 
types and legends from neighbouring states for the purpose of encouraging fiduciary 
                                                
 
63 Peter Thonemann, The Maeander Valley: A Historical Geography from Antiquity to Byzantium, 
Greek Culture in the Roman World (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2011), 45ff; Meadows 
(2001); Arthur Houghton, ‘Some Observations on Coordinated Bronze Currency Systems in Seleucid 
Syria and Phoenicia’, INJ 15 (2003-06): 35–47. 
64 Hence, Olivier Picard suggests that, to distinguish bronze denominations, ‘les Anciens devaient donc 
se fier à leurs types qu' ils associaient à l'impression, plus ou moins précise, que leur donnaient le 
module et le poids’, while Thonemann surmises that the small change system might have been 
‘governed simply by what your average Prienean fishmonger was prepared to accept’. Olivier Picard, 
‘La valeur des monnaies grecques en bronze’, RN 6, no. 153 (1998): 14; Peter Thonemann, The 
Hellenistic World: Using Coins as Sources (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015), 138; 
Oliver D. Hoover ‘Seleucid Bronze Coinage’ in SC II.2, 51. 
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reliability, while also noting that choice of parallel image or inscription says 
something about the message the mint sought to convey.  
 
On this second point, there are at least two complicating factors which, to my mind, 
require us to be tentative when making political conclusions. First, we have no 
information as to who regulated coin design in the Hasmonaean kingdom. It may well 
be that Jannaeus was involved in selecting the legends and iconographic types. 
However, there is no way of extracting from our evidence the frequency, extent or 
nature of Jannaeus’s input in the coin manufacturing system. It could be that the coin 
production process involved entirely independent mint officials. As a result, my view 
is that it is legitimate to parse parallels between Jannaean coins and, for example, 
Seleucid coins as both an attempt to establish trust in the coin issuer and also as an 
attempt to identify with some aspect of the public impression of the Seleucids. 
However, we are on far less secure ground when hypothesising as to the impact of an 
identification with the Seleucids or the aspect of Seleucid culture being targeted. As a 
result, different conclusions on these matters will vary in plausibility. It is the purpose 
of this chapter to assess whether historians’ current parsing supports a model of 
militaristic patrimony and whether coin design provides a useful basis for modelling 
Judaean socio-political organisation. 
 
3.5 Jannaean coin legends 
The inscriptions on Jannaean coins form the majority of our surviving epigraphic 
references to Jannaeus. Beside his coins, we have two clay seals that may be 
attributed to Jannaeus. Both show clubs, with the Palaeo-Hebrew inscription מ מלשרי 
לדג ןהכ ןתני encircling one, and the inscription ךלמ ןתנוהי on the other. The attribution 
to Jannaeus has been given on the basis of the script, the artistic parallel with Seleucid 
and Tyrian coins, and the possible dating of year 40 (the מ monogram could be 103 
BCE if the Hasmonaean era begins with Simon’s accession in 143 BCE).65 These are 
not remarkable in content, although interestingly the reference to Jerusalem on one 
                                                
 
65 Nahman Avigad, ‘A Bulla of Jonathan the High Priest’, IEJ 25, no. 1 (1975): 8–12; Nahman Avigad, 
‘A Bulla of King Jonathan’, IEJ 25, no. 4 (1975): 245–46. 
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seal is not found on Hasmonaean coin inscriptions. The use of both ןתנוהי and ןתני is 
further assurance of our identification of the abbreviated ןתני with Jannaeus. The four 
types of inscription on Jannaean coins are identified and discussed in this section. 
 
3.5.1 םידוהיה רבחו לדגה ןהכה ןתנוהי 
The Palaeo-Hebrew inscription surrounded by a wreath occurs on coins with the 
double cornucopia. It denotes Jannaeus as high priest and refers to a רבח (council or 
assembly) of the םידוהי (Jews or Judaeans). Although the full inscription does not 
frequently appear in its entirety on any single specimen, owing to wear and off-flan 
striking, we can reconstruct the full inscription by comparing multiple examples 
(Figure 3.3 – Figure 3.5). Figure 3.6 shows a coin of this type of Aristobulus, on 
which the full inscription can be discerned. On some specimens, the inscription 
appears to be made up of imitative or stylised Palaeo-Hebrew letters: it is not clear, 
however, whether these are poorly made official issues, or the output of some 
counterfeit operation (e.g., Figure 3.7). 
 
  
Figure 3.3 [םידוהיה רבחו לדג]ה ןהכה ןתנוהי  
Yale University Art Gallery (2001.87.11212) 
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Figure 3.4 [םי]דהי רבחו לדג ןהכה [ןתנ?]י 
Yale University Art Gallery (2001.87.9448) 
 
 
  
Figure 3.5 ם[יד]והי [ר]בחו לודג [ןהכה?] ןתנוהי 
Yale University Art Gallery (1938.6000.1876) (wrongly attributed to Hyrcanus) 
 
  
Figure 3.6 םידוהי[ה?] בחור לדג ןהכה דוהי (coin of Aristobulus) 
Yale University Art Gallery (2001.87.9451) 
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Figure 3.7 Illegible, blundered, or imitative inscription 
American Numismatic Society (1944.100.62728) 
 
The Palaeo-Hebrew inscription has attracted particular attention for the reference to 
the רבח. The רבח has elicited interpretation both as a political council separate from 
the Hasmonaean monarchical authority, and also as a reference to the whole Jewish 
commonwealth in the sense of the Greek κοινόν. On the identification of the רבח, 
some textual references indicate that the term refers to a council or company. Hosea 
6.9 refers to a council of priests (םינהכ רבה) and the Damascus Document 12.8 to the 
association of Israel (לארשי רובה).66 In finding a parallel among Hasmonaean sources, 
we might infer that רבח be identified with the elders of the Jews, mentioned as 
petitioning Salome Alexandra in JA 13.428 (τῶν δὲ Ἰουδαίων οἱ πρεσβύτεροι καὶ 
Ὑρκανὸς εἰσῄεσαν ὡς τὴν βασίλισσαν) and also, in the period before Jannaeus, the 
gerousia under Jonathan (ἡ γερουσία τοῦ ἔθνους) (1 Macc 12.6) and the elders and 
                                                
 
66 Ben Zion Wacholder, The New Damascus Document: The Midrash on the Eschatological Torah of 
the Dead Sea Scrolls: Reconstruction, Translation and Commentary (Leiden: Brill, 2007), 92-93; cf. 
‘company of Israel’ in Florentino García Martínez’s translation: Florentino García Martínez, 
Qumranica Minora II: Thematic Studies on the Dead Sea Scrolls, ed. Eibert J. C. Tigchelaar (Leiden: 
Brill, 2007), 201. 
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the rest of the polity of the Jews under Simon (τοῖς πρεσβυτέροις καὶ… τῷ λοιπῷ 
δήµῳ τῶν Ιουδαίων) (1 Macc 14.20).67 
 
Broadly speaking, two main positions have emerged. Some historians, reading the 
numismatic רבח in the light of literary attestations, define the רבח as an extra-
monarchical political corporation.68 This view has gained currency among those who 
broadly accept the Josephan account of Jannaeus’s conflict with the Pharisees. They 
point towards Jannaeus’s decision to drop reference to the חרב with the striking of his 
Greek coinage as evidence of Jannaean usurpation of the Pharisaic council’s 
influence.69 A second position holds that רבח denotes the whole Jewish population. 
Regev supports this, arguing that the term at once refers to the sovereignty of the 
Jewish people as Hasmonaean citizens, to the independence of the Jewish religion, 
and to the close relationship between the ruler and the ruled.70 Regev’s theory of 
Hasmonaean political organisation has already been discussed (§1.4.2.2), and his 
exegesis of רבח owes more to his theory of ‘national monarchy’ than his otherwise 
considered review of relevant textual and numismatic data. There is perhaps some 
merit in Regev’s suggestion that the term parallels Greek civic designations.71 This 
would make the ידוהיהם רבח into an approximation of other municipal authorities 
striking coins with monograms and ethnics. Hence, םידוהיה רבח could be a local 
designation along the lines of Ptolemais (ΑΝΤΙΟΧΕΩΝ ΤΩΝ ΕΝ ΠΤΟΛΕΜΑΙΔΙ) 
                                                
 
67 Although we have drawn a link between these bodies (gerouisa, hever, and ‘elders’), cf. Goodblatt, 
who has questioned the harmonisation of the gerousia with the hever, and prefers to see the gerousia of 
the pre-royal Hasmonaen period as a ‘non-institutionalised oligarchy of “elders” alongside the high 
priest’. David Goodblatt, The Monarchic Principle: Studies in Jewish Self-Government in Antiquity 
(Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1994), 99. 
68 David Jeselsohn, ‘Ḥever Yehudim — A New Jewish Coin’, PEQ 112, no. 1 (1980): 11–17; Dąbrowa 
Hasmonaeans and Their State (2010), 110; Schalit (1976), 288; Efron (1987), 308; Daniel Sperber, ‘A 
Note on Hasmonean Coin-Legends: Heber and Rosh Heber’, PEQ 97, no. 1 (1965): 85–93. 
69 Schalit (1976), 288; Gedalyahu Alon, Jews, Judaism and the Classical World: Studies in Jewish 
History in the Times of the Second Temple and Talmud, trans. Israel Abrahams (Jerusalem: The 
Magnes Press, 1977), 24-25; Applebaum (1989), 26; David Hendin, ‘Numismatic Expressions of 
Hasmonean Sovereignty’, INJ 16 (2007-08): 88. 
70 Regev (2013), 186-99. 
71 Regev (2013), 187, 193. 
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and Gaza (ΔΗΜΟΥ ΓΑZΑΙΩΝ). David Goodblatt is rightly circumspect on the issue, 
and has shown that both literary and numismatic references to רבח are equivocal.72 He 
notes the disjunction between literary use of רבח to mean a general grouping, and the 
possible numismatic use as a technical term. He thus concludes that we remain 
uncertain. 
 
More generally, the use of Palaeo-Hebrew for Hasmonaean coinage has attracted 
definition as an archaising propaganda effort to associate Jannaeus’s rule with 
historical Israelite monarchy.73 In this way, Morten Hørning Jensen describes this 
type of Palaeo-Hebrew inscription as ‘loaded with nationalistic significance’ and 
Hendin as ‘intended to revive thoughts of the glorious days’.74 Doron Mendels defines 
the inscription as a ‘wish to hark back to the First Temple period’, and Rajak as a 
‘resonant assertion of native values’.75  
 
I suggest that we be more cautious in ascribing meaning to the Palaeo-Hebrew script 
on Hasmonaean coins. By this, I do not mean to suggest that the choice of language 
was capricious. Clearly, cities in the second century BCE did value numismatic use of 
ethnics, monograms, civic emblems, and native scripts. As alluded to above, an 
inscription from Sestos refers to the city’s decision to strike bronze coins as, in part, a 
                                                
 
72 Goodblatt (1994), 99-103. 
73 Richard Hanson has argued that the script used on Hasmonaean coins is not identical to sixth-century 
BCE Palaeo-Hebrew, and that a number of adjusted letters indicates that a more contemporary Hebrew 
script was used by mint officials to guide the formation of this coin type: Richard S. Hanson, ‘Paleo-
Hebrew Scripts in the Hasmonean Age’, BASOR 175 (1964): 26–42. 
74  Morten Hørning Jensen, ‘Message and Minting: The Coins of Herod Antipas in Their Second 
Temple Context as a Source for Understanding the Religio-Political and Socio-Economic Dynamics of 
Early First Century Galilee’, in Religion, Ethnicity, and Identity in Ancient Galilee: A Region in 
Transition, ed. Jürgen Zangenberg, Harold W. Attridge, and Dale B. Martin (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 
2007), 284; David B. Hendin, ‘Current Viewpoints on Ancient Jewish Coinage: A Bibliographic 
Essay’, CBR 11 (2013): 268. 
75 Doron Mendels, The Rise and Fall of Jewish Nationalism (New York: Doubleday, 1992), 63; Tessa 
Rajak, ‘The Hasmoneans and the Uses of Hellenism’, in A Tribute to Géza Vermès: Essays on Jewish 
and Christian Literature and History, ed. Philip R. Davies and Richard T. White (Sheffield: 
Continuum, 1990), 71. 
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desire to strike its own type or standard.76 We might also note the striking of so-called 
‘quasi-municipal’ bronze coins by nineteen cities under the direction of Antiochus IV, 
and intermittently in various cities thereafter, as expressions of local pride.77 These 
coins combine a royal obverse type (royal portrait and the king’s name) with a locally 
significant reverse type that sometimes carries a native script. An example in Figure 
3.8 combines a Greek inscription in the name of the Seleucid king with a Phoenician 
inscription in the name of the city of Tyre.  
 
Hence, it would be wrong to argue that local script and type have no significance at 
all. The Sestos inscription bears witness to the contrary, while Seleucid quasi-
municipal coinage indicates at least some interest in local types for coins. My 
criticism, rather, concerns the force with which a narrow parsing of nationalist pride is 
assumed from Hasmonaean use of Palaeo-Hebrew. Greek and Phoenician scripts had 
been struck simultaneously on coins for decades before the Hasmonaeans. Yet, I am 
doubtful that Hasmonaean historians would push a simplistic agenda of ‘reviv[ing] 
thoughts of the glory days’ (Hendin) onto Tyre, Sidon, and Ascalon.78 Rather, in 
                                                
 
76 ‘χάριν τοῦ νοµειτεύεσθαι µὲν τὸν τῆς πόλεως χαρακτῆρα’ (so that the city’s type / standard might 
have currency). Wilhelm Dittenberger, Orientis Graeci Inscriptiones Selectae: Supplementum Sylloges 
Inscriptionum Graecarum (Leipzig: S. Hirzel, 1903), #339 lines 45-46; Andrew Meadows, ‘The 
Spread of Coins in the Hellenistic World’, in Explaining Monetary and Financial Innovation, ed. Peter 
Bernholz and Roland Vaubel (New York: Springer International Publishing, 2014), 190; von Fritze 
(1904), 1–13. 
77 Oliver Hoover has drawn attention to the circular style of inscription on Tyrian quasi-municipal 
issues, which departs from the vertical inscription style more frequently found on Seleucid coins. 
Hoover also emphasises the use of a non-Greek language as a significant statement of local identity. 
Oliver D. Hoover, ‘Ceci n’est pas l’autonomie: The Coinage of Seleucid Phoenicia as Royal and Civic 
Power Discourse’, in Le roi et l’économie. Autonomies locales et structures royals dans l’économie de 
l’empire seleucide. Actes des rencontres de Lille (23 juin 2003) et d’Orleans (29-30 janvier 2004), ed. 
Andrzej S. Chankowski and Frédérique Duyrat, Topoi: Orient-Occident 6 (Paris: De Boccard, 2004), 
485–507, esp. 487-89; Andrew Meadows, ‘Money, Freedom, and Empire in the Hellenistic World’, in 
Money and Its Uses in the Ancient Greek World, ed. Andrew Meadows (Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 2001); Otto Mørkholm, ‘The Monetary System in the Seleucid Empire after 187 B.C’, in Ancient 
Coins of the Graeco-Roman World, ed. Waldemar Heckel and Richard Sullivan (Ontario: Wilfrid 
Laurier University Press, 1984). 
78 Hendin (2013), 268. 
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addition or instead of an expression of nativist pride, it is quite plausible that the coin 
designer opted for Palaeo-Hebrew as an expression of contemporary identity, such 
that Palaeo-Hebrew differentiated Judaean coins within the sphere of Phoenician 
intra-polity competition. I find it impossible to ascertain with any confidence whether 
an inspiring message of historical glories was intended; even when this presents itself 
as a possibility cannot be excluded.  
 
At the same time, as we discussed above, bronze coins are fiduciary objects and it is 
possible to argue that the die engravers paralleled the Semitic scripts on Phoenician 
coins so that Hasmonaean coins cohered with mercenaries’ and traders’ expectations 
of Palestinian coinage. 79  To me, caution is preferable when discussing the local 
meaning of coin scripts and types. The second-century public’s ability to recognise 
χαρακτήρ and the mint official’s understanding of linguistic tradition are complex 
issues. In the absence of written evidence concerning Hasmonaean design decisions, 
no one thesis should be pushed too far. From this, Palaeo-Hebrew coin inscriptions do 
not present themselves to me as evidence as to the Hasmonaean political type.  
 
 
                                                
 
79 See Meadows (2001) for a consideration of the fiduciary nature of coinage and its relationship with 
iconography and design. 
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Figure 3.8 Quasi-municipal bronze of Tyre / Antiochus IV (diademed head of 
Antiochus IV / prow of galley, ΒΑΣΙΛΕΩΣ ΑΝΤΙΟΧΟΥ ΤΥΡΙΩΝ (above prow), 	
	 (of Tyre, mother of the Sidonians); SC 1466 
Yale University Art Museum (2001.87.12365)	
	
3.5.2 ךלמה ןתנוהי   
The Palaeo-Hebrew inscription ךלמה ןתנוהי occurs between the rays of the star on 
some anchor / star coins (TJC K) and also flanking the palm and flower (TJC O and 
N) in parallel lines. The ךלמה ןתנוהי inscription is clearer on the flower / palm coins, 
although these constitute a very small proportion of Hasmonaean coin finds. Only 
four coins with ךמהל ןתנוהי around a palm branch could be investigated and recorded 
in our database. Of the coins of this type investigated, almost all the inscription could 
be seen (Figure 3.9). 
 
 
Figure 3.9 [ך]למה ןתנוהי 
American Numismatic Society (1944.100.62675) 
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On the coins, the eight-ray star provides only eight inter-ray spaces for the ten-letter 
inscription. Coins differ with regards to which letters are paired to fit the available 
space. The complete ךלמה ןתנוהי inscription is difficult to identify on the majority of 
star coins due to wear, off-flan striking, and the relatively shallow relief of the letters 
compared to the elevation of the rays. This belies certainty as to uniform orthography. 
The styles of engravings show some minor variations (Figure 3.10 – Figure 3.14). 
Although the simpler epigraphy of נ, ת, and מ are broadly consistent across the coins, 
more complex letters such as י, ה, and כ can have missing or shortened horizontal and 
vertical bars. On some coins, the inscription is missing (Figure 3.15; Figure 3.16) or 
appears to be completely blundered (Figure 3.17).  
 
It is difficult to discern whether these are imitative counterfeits or emergency issues. 
On the one hand, blundered execution might be evidence for a rushed or poorly 
regulated production process, which in turn might indicate that Jannaeus’s rule lacked 
a tightly constituted, powerful centre. Such a conclusion may indicate regular periods 
of stress from warfare or economic decline on the political authority. However, the 
legends themselves do not specify the conditions under which they were minted. As 
such, counterfeiting is an equally plausible explanation for at least some part of the 
coinage with illegible legends. Counterfeiting by itself need not evidence much about 
the Judaean political condition. Donald Ariel has considered imitation coinage by 
drawing together evidence from flan mould finds in Judaea outside Jerusalem.80 He 
concludes that there is too little evidence concerning the four sites with connected-
flan mould finds outside Jerusalem to identify their function as possible forgery mints. 
At the most, he suggests the balance of evidence may be against the counterfeit 
theory, given the sites are small agricultural villages.81 He notes that the distribution 
of moulds, the overall poor quality of the coins, and the fact that we are dealing with 
low value bronzes that ‘the Judaean situation is not a case of carefully controlled 
decentralisation’.82  For Ariel, an appealing explanation is that there was a much 
                                                
 
80 Donald T. Ariel, ‘Judaean Perspectives of Ancient Mints and Minting Technology’, INJ 7 (2012), 
43–80. 
81 Ariel (2012), 67. 
82 Ariel (2012), 69. 
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looser arrangement of Judaean minting, whereby technical fakes from non-central or 
secondary mints would have circulated with official issues from Jerusalem. His 
position runs close to that of Jean-Philippe Fontanille, who suggests the term 
‘barbarous coins’ as any one of fakes, imitations, or outputs of travelling mints or 
apprentices.83 David Hendin and Nathan Bower seem to side somewhat with this 
notion of a less tightly constituted minting system when they proffer that seemingly 
imitative coins need not be considered forgeries or apprentice test pieces, but can be 
seen as regular outputs from secondary mints that had equal value with higher quality 
specimens.84 For our consideration of political organisation, this provides little clarity: 
it may be that weak central control was responsible for a more fragmentary system of 
coin production. Alternatively, it is equally plausible that a system of ostensible 
‘fakes’ from satellite and travelling mints suited better the needs of a mobilised army 
in receipt of regular state disbursement.  
 
 
Figure 3.10 ךלמה תן[נו]הי 
Yale University Art Gallery (2001.87.13371) 
 
                                                
 
83 Jean-Philippe Fontanille, ‘The Barbarous Coins of Judea’, INR 5 (2010): 109–22. 
84 David Hendin and Nathan Bower, ‘Irregular Coins of Judaea: First Century BCE – First Century CE: 
New Insights from Comparisons of Stylistic, Physical, and Chemical Analyses’, AJN 23 (2011): 35–54, 
esp. 40. 
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Figure 3.11 ךלמ[ה] [ן]תנו[הי] 
Yale University Art Gallery (2001.87.13370) 
 
 
Figure 3.12 [לך]מה ןתנו[הי] 
American Numismatic Society (1905.137.14) 
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Figure 3.13 ךלמה ןתנוה[י] 
Yale University Art Gallery (2002.121.34) 
 
 
Figure 3.14 ךלמה [ןתנו]הי 
American Numismatic Society (1944.100.62678) 
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Figure 3.15 No visible inscription 
British Museum (1905,1018.59) 
 
 
Figure 3.16 No visible inscription  
American Numismatic Society (1944.100.62692) 
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Figure 3.17 Illegible epigraphy 
American Numismatic Society (1944.100.62691) 
 
3.5.3 ΒΑΣΙΛΕΩΣ ΑΛΕΞΑΝΔΡΟΥ 
As is common across Hellenistic Greek coin inscriptions, Jannaeus’s royal legend 
uses the genitive case and identifies him as king: ΒΑΣΙΛΕΩΣ ΑΛΕΞΑΝΔΡΟΥ. The 
inscription can be seen clearly on some specimens (Figure 3.18). This inscription is 
adjunct to the anchor: the inscription either encircles an anchor within a dotted circle 
(TJC K) or encircles both an anchor and a solid ring (TJC L). 
 
Figure 3.18 ΒΑΣΙΛΕΩΣ ΑΛΕΞΑΝΔΡ[ΟΥ] 
Yale University Art Gallery (2001.87.13370) 
 
Meshorer’s perspective on word order is incorrect. The balance of evidence favours 
ΒΑΣΙΛΕΩΣ being read first. This reading order would be consonant with the 
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subsequent coinage of Herod and also the contemporary coins of Seleucid kings.85 
Antiochus VIII and Antiochus IX strike bronze coins with the vertical inscription 
ΒΑΣΙΛΕΩΣ ΑΝΤΙΟΧΟΥ spanning two lines, with ΒΑΣΙΛΕΩΣ on the top line 
(Figure 3.22). Some crowding in the final letters of ΑΛΕΞΑΝΔΡΟΥ also makes this 
order most likely for etching onto the die (Figure 3.19). On some Jannaean coins, 
ΒΑΣΙΛΕΩΣ is struck with wide kerning compared to the final characters of 
ΑΛΕΞΑΝΔΡΟΥ, which may involve omitted letters or elision of the final letters 
(Figure 3.18 – Figure 3.21). 
 
                                                
 
85 Ariel and Fontanille (2011), 122. 
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Figure 3.19 Crowded final characters in ΑΛΕΞΑΝΔΡΟΥ 
Yale University Art Gallery (2002.121.33) 
  
  
Figure 3.20 ΒΑΣΙΛΕ[ΩΣ] ΑΛΕ[Ξ]ΑΝ[ΔΡ]Ο[Υ] 
American Numismatic Society (1944.100.62690) 
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Figure 3.21 ΑΛΕΞΑΝ[ΔΡΟ]Υ (note comparatively generous space given to 
ΒΑΣΙΛΕΩΣ) 
British Museum (1908,0110.107) 
 
 
Figure 3.22 Bronze of Antiochus IX (Athena with ΒΑΣΙΛΕΩΣ ΑΝΤΙΟΧΟΥ 
inscription; SC 2377) 
Yale University Art Gallery (2001.87.12441) 
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Greek inscriptions appear to have been engraved into dies by punching small holes at 
the ends of bars and extenders, before connecting them with incisions.86  This is 
common on Hellenistic Greek inscriptions (as illustrated by the reverse of a 
tetradrachm of Seleucus VI, a contemporary of Jannaeus, in Figure 3.23). This 
engraving procedure distinguishes the Greek inscription from the Aramaic and 
Palaeo-Hebrew legends, which do not show the engraved terminal dots. However, it is 
impossible to conclude as to whether this method was simply technically conducive to 
engraving the Greek language onto dies, or whether this represents an artistic 
parallelism of neighbouring Greek language coins by the Hasmonaean mint. 
 
 
Figure 3.23 Tetradrachm of Seleucus VI with dots at ends of bars and extenders 
Yale University Art Gallery (2004.6.3897) 
 
Little attention has been given by Hasmonaean numismatists to Greek letter 
formation. We noted above that the final letters of ΑΛΕΞΑΝΔΡΟΥ might be 
abbreviated or elided. On some coins, the final letter of the king’s name are 
artistically arranged in a curving flourish, engraved at the top of the anchor to form a 
fulminating ‘V’ shape. That is, the circular portion of the rho is combined with the 
omicron, which also forms the left stroke of the upsilon. The descender of the upsilon 
                                                
 
86 AJC, 53-54. 
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is omitted or combined with the anchor so as to be indecipherable. This pattern only 
occurs on coins where the Greek inscription directly encircles the anchor. On the type 
where the Greek inscription encircles a solid circle (e.g., Figure 3.27) the inscription 
is not displayed in this way. The combined lettering can be observed on many 
examples, three of which are shown below (Figure 3.24; Figure 3.25; Figure 3.26). It 
suggests that, at least in some cases, the production of Jannaeus’s Greek coinage was 
less concerned with legible and accurate Greek, and more with an artistic depiction of 
a legend that generally appears Greek. 
   
Figure 3.24 ‘Fulminating’ ΡΟΥ 
American Numismatic Society (1944.100.62681) 
 
   
Figure 3.25 ‘Fulminating’ ΡΟΥ 
American Numismatic Society (1952.142.377) 
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Figure 3.26 ‘Fulminating’ ΡΟΥ (i.e., …Ν [‘V’] ΒΑ…) 
British Museum (1908,0110.128) 
 
 
Figure 3.27 Non-abbreviated ΡΟΥ on TJC L coin (i.e., inscription encircling solid 
circle) 
British Museum (1908,0110.135) 
 
Meshorer records an example of an anchor coin (TJC K19) with a ‘ring’. A similar 
example is shown below (Figure 3.28). It seems plausible to me that these ‘rings’ may 
be idealised or artistic embellishments of the Greek epigraphy. In the same way that 
we noted the presentation of ‘ΡΟΥ’ in a fulminating ‘V’ shape as an artistic 
impression of Greek palaeography, so too the rings may be an exaggerated or 
impressionistic depictions of Ω and Ο. Alternatively, comparison might be made with 
the anchor type on bronzes of Seleucid king Alexander II (128-122 BCE), which 
show similar rings (Figure 3.30). 
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Figure 3.28 Possible ‘rings’  
American Numismatic Society (1944.100.62692) 
 
  
 
Figure 3.29 Prominent ring-like omega and omicron 
American Numismatic Society (1944.100.62680) 
 
 
Figure 3.30 Reverse of bronze of Alexander II with anchor and ‘rings’ (SC 2230) 
American Numismatic Society (1944.100.76726) 
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In some instances, the Greek epigraphy is illegible (Figure 3.31; Figure 3.32; Figure 
3.33) or seems to be an artistic impression of Greek palaeography. Such instances, 
viewed together with the impressionistic embellishments of the legends noted above, 
indicate that the Greek coins were not designed to be read closely. Rather, a general 
impression of Greek might have been all that was intended for these issues.  
 
Figure 3.31 Illegible Greek inscription 
American Numismatic Society (1923.150.199) 
 
 
Figure 3.32 Illegible Greek inscription 
British Museum (1908,0110.155) 
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Figure 3.33 Illegible Greek inscription 
British Museum (1862,0731.5) 
 
Jannaeus’s Greek inscriptions have been subject to adventurous parsing as 
propagation of royal ideology. Uriel Rappaport and Samuel Rocca, for example, 
advocate a common view that the Greek inscriptions are evidence of Jannaeus’s 
increasing Hellenisation and rejection of the Hasmonaeans’s religio-nationalist roots. 
In Rappaport’s words, the introduction of Greek to coinage ‘clearly reflect[s] changes 
in the Judaean constitution’, while for Rocca it shows how Jannaeus’s ‘ideology of 
royalty was thus clearly rooted in the Hellenistic conception of rule rather than in the 
Jewish one’.87 Dąbrowa offers perhaps the most forthright statement of Jannaeus’s 
intent, arguing that the coin legends ‘seem to contain Alexander Jannaeus’ sui generis 
political manifesto… he gave up on propaganda that pointed to his religious office in 
favour of a new image in which he accentuated the secular nature of his power’.88 
Much earlier, Baruch Kanael and Gideon Alon had linked the shift from the Palaeo-
Hebrew םידוהיה רבח to the Greek ΒΑΣΙΛΕΩΣ as a monarchical monopolisation of 
political power.89 
                                                
 
87 Uriel Rappaport, ‘The Inscriptions on the Yehud and the Hasmonean Coins: Historical Perspectives’, 
in ‘See, I Will Bring a Scroll Recounting What Befell Me’ (PS 40-8): Epigraphy and Daily Life from 
the Bible to the Talmud, ed. Esther Eshel, Yigal Levin, and Uriel Rappaport (Göttingen: Vandehoeck & 
Rupprecht, 2014), 152; Rocca (2008), 31. 
88 Dąbrowa (2010), 137. 
89 Baruch Kanael, ‘Ancient Jewish Coins and Their Historical Importance’, BA 26, no. 2 (1963): 38–
62; Alon (1977), 24. 
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Following a similar interpretative theme, overstruck Jannaean coins (TJC T) have 
been marshalled as evidence for Jannaeus’s cultural and political identity. Many of 
Jannaeus’s anchor / flower coins with the ΒΑΣΙΛΕΩΣ ΑΛΕΞΑΝΔΡΟΥ inscription 
have been overstruck with the Palaeo-Hebrew inscription and cornucopia type (TJC 
T). Several scholars have approached these overstrikes in the light of Josephus’s 
report of Jannaeus’s conflict with Pharisees. That is, they explain the overstrikes as a 
move to appease Pharisaic opposition to Jannaeus’s assumption of Hellenistic 
kingship. 90  By this understanding, the contentious royal Greek inscription was 
replaced with a less contentious Palaeo-Hebrew sacerdotal legend in order to placate 
Pharisaic opponents. 
 
I find this exegesis of overstrikes to be problematic. As we noted above, the parsing 
of socio-political meaning from modern images and phrases is fraught with 
uncertainty. As such, we should exercise even greater caution when debating the 
political significance of a symbol in antiquity. It seems too much to me when scholars 
assert these coins as being ‘plentiful and incontrovertible numismatic evidence’ 
(Goldstein) of a ‘major internal crisis’ (Rajak), ‘popular opposition’ (D. Schwartz), or 
the ‘vehemence of public feelings’ (Kanael).91 We simply do not have the required 
level of access to make such claims about Judaeans’ perspectives on Palaeo-Hebrew 
and the cornucopia. At the most, we may offer educated guesses as to the cumulative 
impact of Palaeo-Hebrew and cornucopia overstrikes. One such educated guess could 
                                                
 
90 E.g., Tessa Rajak, The Jewish Dialogue with Greece and Rome: Studies in Cultural and Social 
Interaction (Leiden: Brill, 2002), 71-72; Rajak (1994), 299; Daniel R. Schwartz, Studies in the Jewish 
Background of Christianity (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1992), 44; Seeman (2013), 225; Jonathan A. 
Goldstein, ‘The Hasmonean Revolt and the Hasmonean Dynasty’, in The Cambridge History of 
Judaism Volume 2: The Hellenistic Age, ed. W. D. Davies and Louis Finkelstein (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1990), 334-35; David Hendin and Ilan Shachar, ‘The Identity of YNTN 
on Hasmonaean Overstruck Coins and the Chronology of the Alexander Jannaeus Type’, INR 3 (2008): 
89; Kanael (1963), 44-45; Arie Kindler, ‘The Coinage of the Hasmonean Dynasty’, in The Dating and 
Meaning of Ancient Jewish Coins and Symbols: Six Essays in Jewish Numismatics (Tel-Aviv: 
Schocken Pub. House, 1958), 21-22. 
91 Goldstein (1990), 334; Rajak (1994), 299; Schwartz (2013), 46; Kanael (1963), 45. 
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indeed be that the overstrikes were an acquiescence to anti-royalist sentiment. This 
would correlate with a part of the literary witnesses. On the one hand, our sources on 
the constitutional identity of the רבח are ambiguous, and we cannot ascribe with much 
certainty any political persuasion to this group. On the other, we do have firmer 
attestation of a Pharisaic opposition party in the Jannaean period: the Nahum 
Commentary (4Q169) is widely understood as identifying the Pharisees as the group 
hostile to Jannaeus who petitioned Demetrius’s invasion.92 In turn, parallels are often 
drawn with the Josephan account of Pharisaic opponents during Jannaeus’s reign (JA 
13.401-11), while peripheral references to the Pharisees from the time of Salome in 
BJ and Hyrcanus I in AJ point to them having some role of significance during 
Jannaeus’s reign.93 However, it is also plausible that the overstrikes do not represent 
appeasement, but rather self-confidence and strength. Namely, that it was so 
incontrovertible to the Judaeans that their king was a Hellenistic monarch that 
Jannaeus saw no need for coins to continue advertising his Greek identity. Instead, it 
would be possible to argue that Jannaeus was celebrating or promoting his sacerdotal 
role and that these overstrikes were a commemorative effort to advertise his high 
priesthood. 
 
I am also hesitant to attribute these overstrikes to a Pharisaic dispute because we have 
evidence of small bronze coins being overstruck by contemporaries of Jannaeus. In 
Cyrenaica, Ptolemy IX overstrikes an Ammon / Isiac headdress type over Ammon / 
eagle coins, while his successor Apion overstrikes in two iconographic 
configurations. 94  To my knowledge, no historian has explained the Ptolemy and 
Apion overstrikes as political appeasement, so it might be queried whether a more 
prosaic explanation might exist for the Jannaean overstrikes. 
 
                                                
 
92 Geza Vermes, The Complete Dead Sea Scrolls in English (London: Allen Lane, 1997), 62, 474-5. 
93 Shani L. Berrin, The Pesher Nahum Scroll from Qumran: An Exegetical Study Of4Q169 (Leiden: 
Brill, 2004), 87ff. 
94 Ted V. Buttrey, ‘The Bronze Coinage of Cyrenaica’, in The Extramural Sanctuary of Demeter and 
Persephone at Cyrene, Libya, Final Reports, ed. Donald White, vol. VI (Philadelphia: University of 
Pennsylvania Museum, 1998), 47. 
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Figure 3.34 Overstruck inscription 
Author’s own picture and coin 
 
3.5.4 הכ הנש סורדנסכלא אכלמ 
A peripheral Aramaic inscription can be seen around the star and dotted border on 
some Series 2 coins. The full inscription is reported by Meshorer as הכ הנש סורדנסכלא 
אכלמ (King Alexander year 25).95 Comparison of several coins with Aramaic letters 
supports Meshorer’s reconstruction (Figure 3.35 – Figure 3.37). The Aramaic 
inscription is not legible in its entirety on any single issue. As it is placed on the outer 
rim of the die, much of the epigraphy is struck off-flan on most coins. Even then, it 
may be that die engravers included varying amounts of the inscription according to 
taste, time, or some other practical or aesthetic constraint. These coins are among the 
poorest struck and most degenerate of Jannaeus’s issues, and frequently the square 
Aramaic script is unrecognisable or fictional. The inscription occurs on coins where 
the star is encircled by a dotted border. On the accompanying side, the anchor is 
within a solid circle. On coins where the star is within a diadem and the anchor within 
a dotted circle, the inscription is Palaeo-Hebrew and dispersed between the rays as 
described above (§3.5.2).  
                                                
 
95 TJC, 210. 
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Figure 3.35 [סורדנ]סכלא א[כלמ] 
American Numismatic Society (1944.100.62696) 
 
 
 
Figure 3.36 הכ הנש 
American Numismatic Society (1944.100.62694) 
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Figure 3.37 הנש ורדנ[סכלא] Possibly missing final ‘ס’ of ‘Alexander’? 
American Numismatic Society (1944.100.62697) 
 
 
Figure 3.38 Illegible / blundered / imitative 
American Numismatic Society (1944.100.62700) 
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Figure 3.39 Illegible / blundered / imitative  
British Museum (1908,0110.134) 
 
 
Figure 3.40 Illegible / blundered / imitative  
British Museum (1905,1103.1) 
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Figure 3.41 No visible Aramaic inscription 
American Numismatic Society (1944.100.62708) 
 
 
Figure 3.42 No visible Aramaic inscription 
Yale University Art Gallery (2001.87.11214) 
 
There is likely a middle ground. We might admit the capacity for cumulative impact 
to convey a message even where individual coins are indecipherable. Yet, we can also 
recognise that Hellenistic Judaeans’ attitudes towards symbols and legends may have 
varied widely and that our ability to access their subjective vantage points is limited 
by the absence of written sources. As such, perhaps a more interesting take is to 
question whether poor quality coinage reflects some aspect of Jannaean political 
organisation. Where epigraphy is illegible, comprises fictional letters, is struck off-
flan, is artistically depicted as abstract curves, or is omitted, it could be argued that 
the coins were produced under pressure of war of financial distress. This returns us to 
our discussion in §3.2 as to the purpose of coinage. If we accept that a large 
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proportion of coinage was produced to meet state payments, and particularly military 
stipends, then the degenerate coinage could be an emergency output from a travelling 
mint, a secondary mint, or the primary mint under pressure for fast production. This 
does not withdraw coinage from any part in state communications, but does imply to 
me that even crude coinage was mindful of its audience: namely, that it was more 
important to Jannaeus that he had available to coinage to meet state payments, 
presumably largely military, than to see the perfection of his coins’ appearance. For 
the purposes of our study of Judaean political organisation, this leads me to conclude 
that there is no obviously superior, single parsing of Hasmonaean coins’ message. 
Second, I suggest that the quality of production itself is also no clear indication of the 
political constitution under Jannaeus, but more likely reflective of the circumstances 
of production. 
 
3.6 Jannaean coin iconography 
Iconography has likely attracted the majority share of historiographical interest in 
Hasmonaean coinage. Hasmonaean scholars’ perennial concern with early Jewish 
identity and Hellenism has occasioned much of this artistic analysis. Unfortunately, a 
large part of this scholarship is generalised and lacks regional context. Historians 
commonly make descriptive appeals to ‘Jewish’ or ‘Greek’ iconography, but rarely 
evaluate whether these labels represent Second Temple artistic opinion. Moreover, 
analysts frequently focus on unrepresentatively fine coin specimens, which have little 
bearing on how Judaean users were likely to have seen coins. Finally, to reiterate a 
problem noted throughout this thesis, Hasmonaean historians have made little effort 
to contextualise Hasmonaean iconography with that of the wider Near East, which 
sets Judaean historiography at a lag with the depth of research into coinage from 
Egypt, Syria, and Asia Minor.  
 
3.6.1 Interpreting iconography 
When interpreting iconography, we must recall that no literary sources from the 
period bear witness to the design or execution of Hasmonaean coin dies. We have no 
information on Jannaeus’s mint management, the relation between the king and his 
die engravers, or the reception of his coins. Yet, if one general principle can be stated, 
Hasmonaean coins do show an aversion of anthropomorphic and cultic representation. 
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This contrasts, by means of illustrative example, with depictions of Tyche or 
Melquart on Tyrian bronzes, Apollo or Artemis on Seleucid bronzes, the tripod on 
Gazaean and Seleucid bronzes, or the Isiac headdress on Ptolemaic, Cyrenaican and 
Seleucid bronzes (e.g., Figure 3.43). Jannaeus depicts three main iconographic types: 
anchor, star, and cornucopia. Two further types, the palm branch and flower, appear 
on a minority of coins. The omission of human and cultic art is undeniable, yet 
arguments from silence cannot be conclusive and scholars need to take care when 
explaining this phenomenon. However, understatement and caution are rarely 
characteristic of Hasmonaean numismatic analysis. Tessa Rajak and Thomas Fischer 
are representative of historians’ tendency for adventurous evaluation: Rajak proposes 
that Hasmonaean coin iconography reveals ‘a political exploitation of Hellenism… 
juxtaposed with a resonant assertion of native values’, while Fischer describes the 
coins’ designs as a ‘fascinating visualisation of royal ideology forged from Jewish 
and Hellenistic traditions’. 96  Jannaeus’s three major iconographic designs are 
considered in this section.  
  
Figure 3.43 Bronze of Antiochus VII with anthropomorphic and cultic iconography 
on (bust of Eros / Isiac headdress; SC 2067). 
Yale University Art Gallery (2001.87.12557) 
 
                                                
 
96 Rajak (2002), 71; Kropp (2013), 245. 
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3.6.2 Anchor 
 
Figure 3.44 Bronze of Jannaeus with anchor in dotted border 
Yale University Art Gallery (2001.87.13370)  
 
 
Figure 3.45 Bronze of Jannaeus with anchor in solid border (shield boss?) 
British Museum (1905,1018.60) 
 
The anchor is depicted on Jannaean coins inside a dotted or solid ring. It accompanies 
a Greek inscription in both instances. The anchor should be viewed with its arms at 
the top. This is apparent from the word order of the inscription and the direction in 
which the date is read.97 A significant body of Hasmonaean scholarship understands 
                                                
 
97 Arie Kindler and Ernst W. Klimowsky, Function and Pattern of the Jewish Coins and the City Coins 
of Palestine and Phoenicia (Tel-Aviv: Schocken Pub. House, 1968); David M. Jacobson, ‘The Anchor 
on the Coins of Judaea’, BAIAS 18 (2000): 73–81. 
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Jannaeus’s anchor as a reference to coastal conquest in the years following Jannaeus’s 
capture of Gaza, Dor, and Strato’s Tower.98  For others, Jannaeus’s anchor is an 
assumption of Seleucid authority or stylisation as a Seleucid successor.99  
 
An observation of which we can be certain is that the anchor is widely struck on 
Hellenistic bronze coinage, especially that of the Seleucids. The anchor, an emblem of 
the Seleucid founder Seleucus I, occurs as a main coin type and adjunct symbol from 
an early stage (Figure 3.46). The star is found on Antiochus VII’s coins from 
Jerusalem (Figure 3.1); bronzes of Demetrius II (Figure 3.47); and bronzes of 
Alexander II (Figure 3.48), of which one was found in the c. 123 BCE Northern Israel 
hoard.100 In Parthia, Elymais and Characene, anchors appear as control marks or main 
types on various rulers’ bronze and silver coinage. This includes Jannaeus’s 
contemporary Kings Orodes I (or II) of Parthia (Figure 3.49) and Kamnaskires IV of 
Elymais (Figure 3.51).101  
 
 
 
                                                
 
98 Cecil Roth describes the anchor as ‘the symbol of the oppressor’s defeat’, referencing defeat of 
Kittim in Numbers 24.24, while Eyal Regev suggests the anchor as ‘virtual compensation’ for the 
Hasmonaeans’s lack of a naval fleet. Cecil Roth, ‘Star and Anchor: Coin Symbolism and the End of 
Days’, EI 6 (1960): 15*; Regev (2013), 214; Kanael (1963), 44; TJC, 37; Rocca (2008), 33 note 36. 
99 Jacobson (2000); Martin C. J. Miller, ‘Macedonian Royal Insignia on the Coinage of Alexander 
Jannaeus’, in Alpha to Omega: Studies in Honor of George John Szemler on His Sixty-Fifth Birthday, 
ed. William J. Cherf (Chicago: Area Publishers, Inc., 1993); Killian McAleese, ‘Numismatics, 
Hellenism, and the Enemies of Alexander Jannaeus’, BAR International Series 1391 (2005). Hoover 
describes the Seleucid anchor as having become ‘an acceptable Jewish emblem’ by the time of 
Jannaeus, although admits it has Seleucid connotations under Hyrcanus I. Oliver D. Hoover, ‘The 
Seleucid Coinage of John Hyrcanus I: The Transformation of a Dynastic Symbol in Hellenistic 
Judaea’, AJN 15 (2003): 29–39. 
100 SC, 108. 
101 J. Dilmaghani, ‘Parthian Coins from Mithradates II to Orodes II’, NC 146 (1986): 216–24; Jacobson 
(2000); Philip Grierson, ‘Later Hellenistic Coinage’, in Early Hellenistic Coinage: From the Accession 
of Alexander to the Peace of Apamea (336-188 BC), ed. Philip Grierson and Ulla Westermark 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991). 
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I agree with the scholars mentioned above in that the decision to strike an anchor 
represents some active choice that intended to say something about the coinage. 
However, as noted with regards to the discussion of coin legends, I cannot see that our 
theories as to the meaning of this choice and agency offer much in the way of useful 
ground for a political economy of Jannaean Judaea. Of course, some hierarchy of 
hypotheses can be developed. For example, the Jannaean anchor appears 
comparatively less likely to me to represent a maritime military advertisement, unless 
historians are committed to arguing a similar explanation for Parthia and Elymais. A 
more probable theory would be that Jannaeus sought to position his coinage, and 
perhaps also his rule, as in some way comparable with that of the Seleucids. However, 
this hypothesis contains a wide range of options: Jannaeus may have sought to assume 
a parallel status with the Seleucids in terms of military capability, diplomatic 
significance, or the general wealth and status of the kingdom. At the same time, the 
drawing of an anchor from a common bank of imagery certainly contributed to the 
coins’ acceptability as a fiduciary object. Without clearer insight into the decision 
process surrounding coin design or some precision as to the motive of the choice, the 
coin iconography presents itself as a relatively ill-suited candidate for grounding a 
political economy of Hasmonaean Judaea. 
 
 
Figure 3.46 Bronze of Antiochus I with anchor in Macedonian shield boss (compare 
TJC L) 
American Numismatic Society (1992.54.1271) 
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Figure 3.47 Bronze of Demetrius II with anchor 
American Numismatic Society (1944.100.76534) 
 
 
Figure 3.48 Bronze of Alexander II with anchor 
Yale University Art Gallery (2001.87.15405) 
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Figure 3.49 Bronze of Orodes I (or II) with anchor 
British Museum (1898,1003.59) 
 
 
 
Figure 3.50 Silver of Orodes I (Sellwood 34.2) with anchor  
David Sellwood Collection 3150 (Baldwin) 
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Figure 3.51 Bronze of Kamnaskires IV with anchor  
Yale University Art Gallery (2004.6.3941) 
 
 
3.6.3 Star and diadem 
 
Figure 3.52 Bronze of Jannaeus with star in diadem (tassels visible at bottom of 
border) 
Yale University Art Gallery (2002.121.34) 
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Figure 3.53 Bronze of Jannaeus with star in diadem (no tassels visible) 
Yale University Art Gallery (2001.87.13370) 
 
 
 
Figure 3.54 Bronze of Jannaeus with star in dotted border 
American Numismatic Society (1944.100.62698) 
 
The star occurs on Jannaean coins within a dotted and solid border. Contrary to some 
interpretations, which view the star and border together as a wheel (e.g., BMC Pal pp. 
207-11), the rays and the outer ring are separate objects. The outer ring is a diadem, 
since tassels can be seen on some specimens (Figure 3.52). Several Hasmonaean 
scholars have shared Ariel and Fontanille’s description of the diadem as a ‘way of 
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symbolising royalty without using portraits’, and parsed Jannaeus’s diadem as a 
proclamation of Hellenistic kingship.102 It is indisputable that diadems have a royal 
connotation: Seleucid, Ptolemaic, Parthian, Pontic, and posthumous Alexander 
coinage show monarchs wearing diadems. Moreover, some evidence of stars as 
headdress ornaments in Jannaeus’s lifetime might be taken from Parthian and 
Armenian coins (Figure 3.55; Figure 3.56), in the fashion of a later diadem ornament 
from Roman Egypt (Figure 3.57). The tassels are frequently off-flan or indiscernible 
on Jannaean bronzes (Figure 3.53), although it seems reasonable to identify this 
iconographic choice as an attempt to reference Hellenistic kingship on the coinage. If 
we assume, which is by no means a certain hypothesis, that Jannaeus was involved in 
coin design, then we might venture that Jannaeus sought to describe his kingship as 
representative of the kingship of his Hellenistic peers. At the same time, we cannot be 
certain as to how many Judaean users were aware of the diadem, nor how many 
Judaeans understood the diadem as a statement of Hellenistic kingship. 
 
 
Figure 3.55 Silver of Orodes I with star-decorated tiara / crown on drachm  
American Numismatic Society (1944.100.82523) 
 
                                                
 
102 Ariel and Fontanille (2012), 113; Miller (1993); McAleese (2005); Rajak (1994), 298; Goldstein 
(1990), 335-36; Kanael (1963). 
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Figure 3.56 Silver of Tigranes II with star-decorated tiara / crown  
Yale University Art Gallery (2001.87.516) 
 
 
Figure 3.57 Eight-ray star diadem ornament from Egypt (first to third century CE), 
possibly as worn by priests of Serapis 
British Museum (EA26328) 
 
The star has elicited similar interpretation to the diadem as Jannaeus’s stylisation as a 
Hellenistic king.103 Among the elegiac analysts of this design, Roth defines the type 
as ‘the Star of Redemption’; Regev and Hørning Jensen venture that it advertises 
fulfilment of Numbers 24.17; and Goldstein proffers that the coin reveals Jannaeus’s 
                                                
 
103 Dąbrowa (2010), 137; Rocca (2008), 33 note 35; Jacobson (2000); Regev (2013), 211ff; TJC, 38; 
Rajak (2002), 71-72. 
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‘grandiose hopes’ to be the messianic king.104 We do not need to reiterate the earlier 
argument over difficulties reconstructing the intentionality and reception of coin 
imagery. Yet, contextualising the star does provide evidence that Jannaeus used a 
frequent coin motif, which lends support to the hypothesis that types were chosen to 
encourage trust in fiduciary coinage. An eight-ray star is an emblem of the Pontic 
house, appearing across Pontic coinage.105 Stars are struck as adjunct and main types 
on coins of contemporary kings, such as Kamnaskires III of Elymais (both anchor and 
star: Figure 3.58); at Panticapaeum perhaps under the authority of Mithridates VI 
(with inscription between rays as Jannaean TJC K: Figure 3.59); and possibly at the 
same time in Bithynia (Figure 3.60).106 The star is commonly found cresting Dioscuri 
caps on Hellenistic coins, including those of Jannaeus’s Seleucid predecessor 
Alexander II (Figure 3.61); Jannaeus’s contemporary Mithridates VI at Amisus, 
Sinope and Apamea (Figure 3.62); and in Bosporus (Figure 3.75). Hence, the 
Jannaean star is an unexceptional iconographic type, and it is plausible that this 
common icon was used to lend authenticity to Jannaean fiduciary coinage, and was 
much less an expression of monarchical pretentions. To put it another way, when 
striking coins for his mercenaries and native troops, Jannaeus struck a star because it 
was found across bronze coinages at his time. In this way, he ensured that the 
Hasmonaean currency would be unobjectionable when circulating among the various 
bronzes that might be found in military camps and villages. 
                                                
 
104 Roth (1960), 15*; Regev (2013), 211; Hørning Jensen (2007), 284; Goldstein (1990), 336. 
105  De Callataÿ (2009), 64, 83; Jakob Munk Højte, ‘Portraits and Statues of Mithridates VI’, in 
Mithridates VI and the Pontic Kingdom, ed. Jakob Munk Højte (Aarhus: Aarhus University Press, 
2009), 149; Brian C. McGing, The Foreign Policy of Mithridates VI Eupator, King of Pontus (Leiden: 
Brill, 1986), 85 note 69. 
106 See Sergei Kovalenko for coins from Panticapaeum. Attributing the Bithynian bronze coin struck in 
the name of Nicomedes (Figure 3.60) is difficult, as de Callataÿ has argued that the Bithynian kings did 
not produce bronze coinage after 120 BCE. Sergei A. Kovalenko, Sylloge Nummorum Graecorum 
State Pushkin Museum of Fine Arts: Coins of the Black Sea Region. Part 1: Ancient Coins of the 
Northern Black Sea Littoral (Leuven: Peeters, 2011); François de Callataÿ, ‘Productions et circulations 
monétaires dans le Pont, le Paphlagonie et la Bithynie: deux horizons différents (V2-Ier s. av. J.-C.)’, in 
Nomisma: la circulation monétaire dans le monde grec antique : actes du colloque international, 
Athènes, 14-17 avril 2010, ed. Thomas Faucher, Marie-Christine Marcellesi, and Olivier Picard, BCH 
Supplément 53 (Athène: école française d’Athènes, 2011).   
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Figure 3.58 Silver of Kamnaskires III with star and anchor adjunct to portrait 
American Numismatic Society (1944.100.84896) 
 
 
Figure 3.59 Bronze of Panticapaeum with star; ΠΑΝΤΙΚΑ between rays (SNG State 
Pushkin Black Sea 1169-1197) (c. 110-90 BCE: Saprykin 2007) 
Yale University Art Gallery (2004.6.1064) 
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Figure 3.60 Bronze of Nicomedes (II, III or IV?) with star / cornucopia 
Yale University Art Gallery (2004.6.2236) 
 
 
Figure 3.61 Bronze of Alexander II with stars cresting Dioscuri caps (SC 2238) 
American Numismatic Society (1944.100.76760) 
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Figure 3.62 Bronze of Mithridates VI (Sinope) with stars cresting Dioscuri caps 
Yale University Art Gallery (2004.6.2225) 
 
3.6.4 Cornucopia 
 
Figure 3.63 Bronze of Jannaeus with cornucopia 
American Numismatic Society (1944.100.62717) 
 
Jannaeus strikes the double cornucopia type within a dotted border. The wreathed 
Palaeo-Hebrew inscription is struck on the alternate face. For many scholars, the 
cornucopia is a statement of Hasmonaean dualism, advertising the dynasty’s 
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Hellenistic and Jewish character.107 Others have sought to explain the Hasmonaean 
cornucopia as a reinvention of a Hellenistic symbol. Thus, Regev argues that the 
Hasmonaeans ‘appropriated and transformed the Greek cornucopia’ to make a fertility 
symbol into the ‘most prominent symbol’ of high priesthood. 108  He stresses the 
symmetry of the Judaean splayed cornucopia, in contrast to the Seleucid parallel 
cornucopia, as evidence of this transformation.109 Hoover and Meshorer’s assessments 
are functionally the same: for them, it is the addition of a pomegranate to an otherwise 
Seleucid cornucopia design (e.g., bronze of Alexander II in Figure 3.65) that was a 
‘blatant show of authority’ (Hoover).110  
 
My discomfort with this view arises in the certainty implicit in exegeses of 
‘appropriation’ or the ‘blatant show’ of some ideology. This is not to say that the 
cornucopia, or indeed the star and anchor, were chosen as defaults. Coin iconography 
and legends reflect some autonomy and choice on behalf of the mint, and we may 
even plausibly suggest that Jannaeus was not ambivalent as to their design. However, 
in developing a range of plausible theories as to the mint’s intent, it does at least seem 
relatively tenuous to argue that the central dot was recognised as a pomegranate by 
the public and had clear sacerdotal meaning in Hellenistic Judaea. Indeed, 
pomegranates have been identified alongside cornucopia on Seleucid coins, such as 
on coins of Demetrius II (Figure 3.64) and Alexander II (Figure 3.65). Moreover, the 
claim that pomegranates transformed the cornucopia symbol into an emblem of high 
priesthood is concerning as it is not falsifiable. It is just as possible to argue the 
opposite: namely, we might argue that the Hasmonaeans were promoting the cult of 
                                                
 
107 Rocca (2008), 31; Uriel Rappaport, ‘The Hellenisation of the Hasmoneans’, in Jewish Assimilation, 
Acculturation and Accommodation: Past Traditions, Current Issues and Future Prospects, ed. 
Menachem Mor, (New York: University Press of America, 1989), 6; Peter Richardson, Herod: King of 
the Jews and Friend of the Romans (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1999), 75; cf. Leo Kadman’s early 
observation that the cornucopia, together with star and anchor, have ‘no Jewish character at all’: Leo 
Kadman, ‘A Coin Find at Masada’, IEJ 7, no. 1 (1957): 63. 
108 Regev (2013), 206. 
109 Regev (2013), 204-06. 
110  Oliver D. Hoover, ‘Striking a Pose: Seleucid Types and Machtpolitik on the Coins of John 
Hyrcanus I’, The Picus (1994): 50; TJC, 34. 
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Dionysius or Bacchus. The stalk and pomegranate could actually be a thrysus (e.g., 
first-century bronze of autonomous Apamea in Figure 3.65) or a caduceus (e.g., 
second-century bronze of Bithynia in Figure 3.65). By this view, the Hasmonaean 
design pre-empts Roman provincial coinage (Figure 3.68). I am not advocating that a 
cult of Dionysius existed in Jerusalem, but I offer this example to show how parsing 
religious identity from coin iconography follows a loose logic open to almost any 
claim an interpreter wishes to impose. Finally, there is also a functional reason for this 
central dot. This would have been left on the coin by the centre of the drill bit during 
flan production (§3.8.1.2), and might have been incorporated with the cornucopia 
pattern to avoid the costs of flan finishing. 
 
 
Figure 3.64 Bronze of Demetrius II with cornucopia (topped with pomegranates?) 
(ΙΕΡ, Seleucid era year 167, 146/5 BCE) (SC 1921) 
American Numismatic Society (1944.100.76535) 
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Figure 3.65 Bronze of Alexander II (Antioch) with double cornucopia (topped with 
pomegranates?) 
Yale University Art Gallery (2004.6.3885) 
 
 
Figure 3.66 Bronze of Apamea (Syria) with thyrsus (ΕΠΣ, year 285, 32 BCE) 
American Numismatic Society (1944.100.66118) 
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Figure 3.67 Bronze of Bithynia (Prusias I or II) with caduceus 
American Numismatic Society (1944.100.41962) 
 
 
Figure 3.68 Bronze of Tiberius from Syria with caduceus between double cornucopia 
American Numismatic Society (1984.66.213) 
 
As we have observed previously, drawing iconography from the bank of imagery on 
bronzes in the region would have helped to promote fiduciary trust in the coinage 
among mercenaries, merchants and annexed populations. By striking a cornucopia, 
the Hasmonaeans not only continued the design of their last Seleucid monarch, 
Antiochus VII, but also used an image being struck by multiple bronze mints at the 
time (e.g., Figure 3.64; Figure 3.65). The cornucopia is found across Hellenistic coins 
of Jannaeus’s predecessors and contemporaries. Indeed, the type would continue 
locally as a predominant design on first-century Nabataean bronze coinage (e.g., 
Figure 3.69). By means of illustration, around the time of Jannaeus’s reign, 
cornucopia were struck by the Seleucid Antiochus VIII (Figure 3.70); Ptolemy IX in 
Cyrenaica (Figure 3.71); Tigranes II in Armenia (Figure 3.72); Phoenician cities such 
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as Marathus (Figure 3.73) and Ptolemais (Figure 3.74) including specimens in the 
Palestine hoard (§3.9.1.6); Bosporus (Figure 3.75); Apamea (Figure 3.76); and by 
Mithridates VI (Figure 3.62). By striking a cornucopia, Jannaeus ensured his currency 
was visually coherent with public expectations of bronze money across Egypt, 
Phoenicia, Syria, and Asia Minor at the time. 
 
However, as also we noted above, coins are not designed by accident. It is clear that 
some decision was made to replicate the cornucopia in particular from among the 
bank of common Hellenistic imagery. At the same time, we noted the range of 
possible interpretations available for common symbols such as the cornucopia, which 
could range from agricultural fertility to cultic significance. As such, I find it difficult 
to agree with scholars who develop precise cultural hypotheses for the cornucopia and 
other images, such as Gruen’s suggestion that ‘Jannaeus struck just the balance [he] 
wished… emblematis[ing] the compatibility of the [Greek and Jewish] cultures’.111 
To be sure, the selection of iconography was almost certainly a political decision 
intended to convey something about Jannaeus’s coinage. However, to locate the 
choice of cornucopia on the spectrum of available meanings, which may involve any 
one of dualism, appropriation, displays of authority, wealth, or fertility requires an 
unavailable degree of insight into subjective, and possibly wide ranging, ancient 
attitudes. In this way, a cautious proposal that the design intended to show Jannaeus’s 
coinage, and by extension his rule, as sharing to some extent in the international 
sphere of bounty, status, and international influence seems to me the furthest we can 
venture. 
 
                                                
 
111 Gruen (1998), 37. 
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Figure 3.69 Bronze of Aretas IV (Nabataea), first century CE, with double cornucopia 
American Numismatic Society (2010.55.123) 
 
 
Figure 3.70 Bronze of Antiochus VIII with double cornucopia (SC 2312) 
American Numismatic Society (1944.100.76887) 
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Figure 3.71 Bronze of Ptolemy IX (Cyrenaica) with double cornucopia, stars, and ΣΩ 
digram (Buttrey Cyrenaica 361-170) 
British Museum (1840,1215.49) 
 
 
Figure 3.72 Bronze of Tigranes II with single cornucopia 
Yale University Art Gallery (2004.6.3980) 
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Figure 3.73 Bronze of Phoenician city Marathus with double cornucopia (this 
example 109/8 BCE; Hoover records examples ranging 130/129 BCE – 94/3 BCE). 
British Museum (2001,1201.7746) 
 
 
Figure 3.74 Bronze of Ptolemais with cornucopia 
American Numismatic Society (1944.100.77889) 
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Figure 3.75 Bronze of Panticapaeum with cornucopia (SNG State Pushkin Black Sea 
1105-1190; Anokhin 175). 
American Numismatic Society (1944.100.26330) 
 
 
Figure 3.76 Brass coin of Apamea with double cornucopia (Smekalova: 2009, State 
Hermitage Museum Collection, no. 17350; not listed in BMC Phrygia) 
Smekalova: 2009, 238 Figure 5d 
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Figure 3.77 Bronze of Mithridates VI (Sinope) with cornucopia  
American Numismatic Society (1944.100.41855) 
 
3.7 Jannaean coin legends and iconography: a conclusion 
This review of Jannaean coin iconography and legends argues that our access to the 
meaning of coin design is too hypothetical to establish a basis for a political economy. 
Hasmonaean coin images and legends have been frequently assumed as evidence of 
the patrimonial nature of Jannaean rule, especially where they point to a picture of 
Hasmonaean authority as an inherited tradition. Additionally, the mix of ostensibly 
Greek and Jewish elements have regularly been parsed as a cultural statement by 
Jannaeus about the dualism of his rule as both Hellenistic king and Jewish ethnarch. 
This section sought to counsel caution against the certainty and force of such 
interpretations of Jannaean coin types and legends. 
 
This is not to argue that the choices and agency expressed by coin design are 
capricious or totally foreign to us. Clearly, a hierarchy of plausible hypotheses can be 
formed as to what Jannaeus intended to say about his coinage in selecting a certain 
image or legend. However, the list of reasonable interpretations is long and the 
theories are broad: we may, for example, see any constellation of desires to present 
Jannaeus’s coinage and kingdom as similar to the prestige, regional significance, 
military strength, fertility, economic vitality, or virtues of kingship in neighbouring 
states. Moreover, we should recognise that even modern symbols and slogans have 
varying meanings, and that subjective intent and reception is even more difficult to 
access in ancient history. Additionally, we do not know the extent to which Jannaeus 
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was involved in coin design and production. For these reasons, I argue that we are 
best served by not using coin iconography and legends to back a particular theory of 
Hasmonaean political organisation. It may be that Jannaeus’s Judaea was a tightly 
constituted, militaristic patrimony. His coin designs provide no counter to this claim. 
However, his coin designs equally provide no convincing counter to the theory that 
Judaean political power was fragmentary or highly independent of centrist authority.  
 
As such, in developing a political economy of Hasmonaean Judaea, and in particular 
seeking some correlation between coinage and political organisation, I suggest we 
look to the more functional aspects of the coinage rather than its artistic type. Before 
addressing this in the next chapter, we set the groundwork here by reviewing the 
technical aspects of coin production. 
 
3.8 Technical specifications 
3.8.1.1 Metallurgy 
The coins attributed to Jannaeus are almost entirely bronze: there are no gold or silver 
issues known from the Hasmonaeans. There are some Jannaean lead coins. The 
alloy’s relatively high proportion of arsenic, and low proportion of tin and lead, 
indicate a Cypriot provenance. Metallurgic examination suggests that the alloy was 
sourced from the Larnaca and Sha fields in Cyprus. 112  Hendin and Bower have 
asserted that the degraded Jannaean coins, with poorer epigraphy and irregular die 
axis, have a higher lead content than higher quality specimens. They suggest that this 
might have been a technical innovation among secondary mints, whereby mints 
reduced costs by lowering the alloy’s melting temperature and hardness in order to 
reduce die wear.113  
 
                                                
 
112 More than 95% of surveyed coins were found to have alloy compositions fitting the copper from 
Larnaca and Sha fields, Cyprus: Michael S. Epstein et al., ‘Chemical Attribution of Corroded Coins 
Using X-Ray Fluorescence and Lead Isotope Ratios: A Case Study from First Century Judaea’, AS 64, 
no. 4 (2010): 384–90. 
113 Hendin and Bower (2011). 
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A Cypriot provenance for Hasmonaean copper alloy is consonant with our knowledge 
of copper mining during the Jannaean period. The extent to which there was a 
flourishing copper mining industry in second- and first-century Cyprus is tolerably 
clear. Michail Treister has suggested that a lack of ceramic finds from the later 
Hellenistic and Roman periods might evince a disintegration of copper smelting and 
production on the island, and cites some radiocarbon dating in defence.114 Yet, a 
Cypriot pedestal inscription for a certain Potamon, dated 95-88 BCE by Terence 
Mitford, records the Paphian as both the deputy governor (ἀντιστράτηγος) and 
commissioner for mines (ἐπὶ τῶν µετάλλων).115 Giorgos Papantoniou suggests that 
Potamon’s inscription might evince the continued importance of Cypriot copper to the 
Ptolemies, and Bagnall has proposed that close control of Cypriot copper mining had 
been a longstanding part of Ptolemaic revenue policy. 116  Moreover, radiocarbon 
analysis of Cypriot slag heaps has dated the Kalavassoss mining district, the Mitsero 
mining district, and the Auia Varvara-Almyras smelting workshop to the Hellenistic 
period.117 Josephus implies that Cypriot mines were active after the Hasmonaeans, 
since he records how Augustus transfers half the Cypriot copper revenue to Herod in 
exchange for 300 talents (Καῖσαρ δὲ αὐτῷ τοῦ µετάλλου τοῦ Κυπρίων χαλκοῦ τὴν 
ἡµίσειαν πρόσοδον) (JA 13.129).118  
 
                                                
 
114 Michail Yu Treister, The Role of Metals in Ancient Greek History (Leiden: Brill, 1996): 292-93. 
115 Terence B. Mitford, ‘The Hellenistic Inscriptions of Old Paphos’, ABSA 56 (1961): 39-40 #107.  
116 Giorgos Papantoniou, ‘Cypriot Autonomous Polities at the Crossroads of Empire: The Imprint of a 
Transformed Islandscape in the Classical and Hellenistic Periods’, BASOR 370 (2013): 185; Roger S. 
Bagnall, The Administration of the Ptolemaic Possessions Outside Egypt (Leiden: Brill, 1976): 227. 
117 Vasiliki Kassianidou, ‘Hellenistic and Roman Mining in Cyprus’, in Acts of the Third International 
Congress of Cypriot Studies (Nicosia, 16-20 April 1996), vol. A (Nicosia: Society of Cypriot Studies, 
2000), 749-51; Maria A. Socratous, Vasiliki Kassianidou, and Gaetano Di Pasquale, ‘Ancient Slag 
Heaps in Cyprus: The Contribution of Charcoal Analysis to the Study of the Ancient Copper Industry’, 
in Archaeometallurgy in Europe III: Proceedings of the 3rd International Conference (Deutsches 
Bergbau-Museum Bochum: June 29 - July 1, 2011, ed. Andreas Hauptmann and Diana Modarressi-
Tehrani (Bochum: Der Anschnitt, 2015). 
118 George Hill, A History of Cyprus (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 238; Mitford 
(1961), 40. 
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Perhaps a more convenient geographical candidate would have been the Nabataean 
copper mines in Faynan. Yet, there is uncertainty over the level of Nabataean mining 
and smelting activity during the Jannaean period. The Letter of Aristaeas §119-120 
reports that the copper mines in the Arabian mountains were inactive. The letter’s 
terminus post quem is likely to be early- or mid-third century BCE, given the letter’s 
discussion of Ptolemy II. Strabo notes that copper and iron are not being produced by 
the Nabataeans (χαλκὸς δὲ καὶ σίδηρος… οὐκ ἐπιχώρια) (Geography 16.4.26). 
However, archaeologists at Wadi Faynan have expressed doubt over the stereotypical 
description of Nabataeans as underdeveloped nomads. David Mattingly and others 
stress the monumentalism of Nabataean civilisation in the first century BCE, which 
indicates that Nabataean metallurgy was not as primitive as ancient authors 
suggest.119 As further evidence comes to light, we may achieve greater certainty over 
relative productive capacity at Faynan and the fields in Cyprus. To the extent that our 
current evidence allows, we may say that a Cypriot origin for Hasmonaean copper 
alloy is most likely. 
 
3.8.1.2 Minting 
Flan production and coin striking in the Hellenistic period has been examined by 
Oliver Hoover, Donald Ariel, Ya’akov Meshorer, and Abraham Levy.120 Jannaean 
coins were struck, not cast. Most dies seem to have been produced larger than the 
flans, as portions of the die were frequently struck off-flan. Flans were prepared in 
strips inside stone moulds, predominantly made of fine-grained chalk, which were 
drilled with rows of circular cavities. After comparing fragmentary moulds from the 
City of David, Ariel suggests that each stone mould contained twelve rows, each with 
                                                
 
119 Graeme Barker, David Gilbertson, and David Mattingly, Archaeology and Desertification: The 
Wadi Faynan Landscape Survey, Southern Jordan, Wadi Faynan Series 2 (Oxford: Oxbow Books, 
2007), 292-93. 
120 Ariel (2012), 43–80; Ariel and Fontanille (2012), chapter 4; Abraham H. Levy, ‘The Making of 
Coin Dies’, INJ 10 (1988-89): 137–41; Meshorer AJC, 55-57; Oliver D. Hoover, ‘Seleucid Bronze 
Coinage Production’, in SC II.2. 
170 
 
fifteen hollows.121 The hollows were drilled with a bit, leaving a pinpoint central 
depression in the mould, which can be seen on unstruck flans and some struck coins 
(Figure 3.78). Each row would be filled with molten bronze, as suggested by the black 
marks or deposits along the strips. Once set, a strip of flans connected by the flange 
could be removed from each row and struck. Ariel suggests some economic logic to 
this process, since it produces flans of the necessary shape, and hence removes the 
need for finishing or high temperature heat when striking. 122  This distinguishes 
Hasmonaean minting from another known method of flan production, noted by Kroll 
in Athens: chopping bronze rods into segments, heating the pieces, and hammering 
them into the required shapes.123 Some Hasmonaean coins circulated with part of the 
flange still connected (Figure 3.79). This might indicate that flans were struck while 
attached to the flange, before clipping the coins from each other.124 Yet, as Ariel has 
noted, this is difficult to correlate with brockages, where a coin gets stuck in the 
obverse die after striking and imprints an incuse image on the next coin to be struck 
(Figure 3.80; Figure 3.81). 125  It is possible that both methods were used during 
Jannaeus’s reign. Excavated flan moulds and unstruck flans have been attributed to 
Jannaeus.126  
 
                                                
 
121 Donald T. Ariel, ‘Coins, Flans and Flan Moulds’, in Excavations at the City of David 1978-1985: 
Imported Stamped Amphora Handles, Coins, Worked Bone and Ivory, and Glass, vol. II (Jerusalem: 
Hebrew University of Jerusalem, 1990), 117. 
122  Donald T. Ariel, ‘Flan Molds from the Temple Mount Excavations’, in The Temple Mount 
Excavations in Jerusalem 1968–1978: Final Report, The Byzantine and Early Islamic Periods, ed. 
Benjamin Mazar, vol. II (Jerusalem: Hebrew University of Jerusalem, 2003), 118. 
123 John H. Kroll, The Athenian Agora: Results of Excavations Conducted by The American School of 
Classical Studies at Athens, vol. XXVI (Princeton, N.J.: The American School of Classical Studies at 
Athens, 1993), 294. 
124 Ino Nicolaou, The Coins from the House of Dionysos (Nicosia: Dept. of Antiquities, Cyprus, 1990), 
132; Hendin (2013), 275-76. 
125 Ariel (2012), 61; Hoover ‘Seleucid Bronze Production’ (2008), 57 note 12; Ariel and Fontanille 
(2012), 85. 
126 E.g., Meshorer attributes an unstruck flan to Jannaeus (AJC Ed3); Ariel attributes a mould from 
Jerusalem with flan diameters of 8mm to Jannaeus. Ariel (1990), 117; Ariel and Fontanille (2012), 85. 
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Figure 3.78 Central flan hollow from drill bit on a Jannaean coin 
Author’s own photograph and coin 
 
 
Figure 3.79 Struck coin connected to flange 
Yale University Art Gallery (2002.121.34) 
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Figure 3.80 Brockage on bronze of Jannaeus 
British Museum (1949,0603.1) 
 
 
Figure 3.81 Brockage on bronze of Jannaeus 
American Numismatic Society (1995.8.9) 
 
 
Jannaeus’s coins, like coins of his predecessors and of Herod, are struck on bevelled 
flans. Some of Jannaeus’s anchor / star coins (TJC L) might be an exception, although 
these ostensibly non-bevelled flans might just be too thin for accurate investigation. 
Use of a tapered drill bit during mould manufacture produces bevelled flans. The 
result is that the edges of flans are tapered or trapezoid, and one face is slightly 
narrower than the other. A profile view of a Jannaean coin illustrates this (Figure 
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3.82). Hoover and Ariel note that the bevelling might have aided extraction of cast 
flans from their moulds.127 Hoover has observed a preference, albeit inconsistent, 
among Phoenician and Coele-Syrian mints for striking the obverse die on the 
narrower face of a bevelled flan. Notably, under the Hasmonaean predecessor 
Antiochus VII, coins at Jerusalem appear to have been struck without consideration as 
to which die was struck on the narrower face.128 Ariel has argued that, if Hasmonaean 
flans were struck while attached to flanges, then the narrower face must have been 
struck with the obverse die in order for the tapered flan to align with the recessed 
die.129 It is not clear to me that Hasmonaean mint officials paid much attention to 
which side of the flan received which type. The narrower face can be found with 
either the cornucopia or inscription on cornucopia / inscription coins; and the narrow 
side can be found struck with either the anchor or the star on anchor / star coins 
(Figure 3.83). I do not mean to oppose Ariel’s thesis that the obverse die was struck 
on the narrower face: rather, it seems to me that the image engraved on the obverse 
die was not consistent. Some corroboration of this is offered by the Jannaean 
overstruck coins, where coins of the anchor / flower type (TJC N) have been 
overstruck with the cornucopia / inscription type (TJC T). Coins of the base type can 
have either the flower or the anchor on the narrower side of the flans. Then, when 
overstruck, either the cornucopia or the wreathed inscription can be found on the 
narrower side. In brief, there is no consistent pattern as to which Hasmonaean type is 
struck on the narrower face of a flan. In summary, the consistency of obverse / reverse 
die type, or the regularity as to the side of the bevelled flan receiving the obverse / 
reverse strike, do not seem to have been a concern in the Hasmonaean minting 
process.130 
 
                                                
 
127 Hoover ‘Seleucid Bronze Production’ (2008), 54; Ariel and Fontanille (2012), 86. 
128 Hoover ‘Seleucid Bronze Production’ (2008), 55. 
129 Ariel (2012), 62; cf. Kushnir-Stein (2000-02), 78–83. 
130 Ariel and Fontanille conclude similarly for the Jerusalem mint under Herod, meaning that our 
conclusion here makes Hasmonaean minting consonant with the treatment of bevelled flans under 
Jannaeus’s Seleucid predecessor Antiochus VII and his successor Herod. Ariel and Fontanille (2012), 
87. 
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Figure 3.82 Bevelled flan on a Jannaean coin 
Author’s own photograph and coin 
 
 
 
Figure 3.83 Series 2 (anchor / star) coins: narrow face of bevelled flan shown on left 
(struck with anchor in upper image; star in lower image)  
Yale University Art Gallery (upper 2002.121.33; lower 2001.87.13371) 
 
3.9 Hasmonaean coin hoards 
Coin hoards can aid the reconstruction of a region’s circulatory context or the relative 
frequency of particular types or issuing cities. Where some coins in a hoard are dated, 
or the hoard itself has a seal date, undated coins in a hoard might be dated 
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comparatively. Moreover, Hasmonaean hoards might throw light on the identity of 
ןתני and ןתנוהי, or the identity of the first Hasmonaean ruler to mint. The relative 
paucity of bronze hoards in the Hellenistic period makes Hasmonaean hoards 
interesting outside the field of Judaean political history.131 
 
Ten hoards of Hasmonaean coins are discussed below. This is not exhaustive, and 
some known hoards are not discussed here, usually owing to scant inventory detail. 
For example, a 1967 hoard from Tiberias recorded by Meshorer (IGCH 1615) 
reputedly contains 200 Jannaean bronzes, but we have no detail on the types of 
Jannaean coin included. Similarly, Meshorer notes the Al Khalil (IGCH 1608) hoard 
of four Jannaean lead coins, from the environs of Hebron, but little of historical 
importance can be deduced without further detail. Late hoards that indicate the 
continued circulation of Jannaean coinage, such as the Gush Ḥalav hoard, were 
discussed above (§3.3.4) and are not revisited in this section. In each instance, the 
finds are summarised in a table, which includes categorisation according to this 
thesis’s iconographic subtypes (see Table 4.2) and series (Table 4.28). 
 
                                                
 
131  Frédérique Duyrat, ‘The Circulation of Coins in Syria and Mesopotamia in the Sixth to First 
Centuries BC’, in A History of Market Performance: From Ancient Babylonia to the Modern World, 
ed. R. J. van der Spek, Jan Luiten van Zanden, and Bas van Leeuwen (Abingdon: Routledge, 2014), 
381; Catharine C. Lorber and Arthur Houghton, ‘An Early Seleucid Bronze Hoard’, INJ 17 (2009-10): 
15; Wright (2010), 245. 
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3.9.1.1 Mount Ophel, Jerusalem (IGCH 1623) 
 
Table 3.2 Mount Ophel hoard 
Attribution Subgroup Series Description Quantity 
Hyrcanus I A 1 Cornucopia / 
inscription  
4 
Jannaeus K 2 Anchor / star 297 
Jannaeus L 2 Anchor / star 6 
Uncertain -- -- Unclear 
inscription or 
obliterated 
12 
    Total: 319 
 
Lambert published the Mount Ophel hoard in 1927. 132  It is significant for the 
complete absence of Jannaean cornucopia / inscription coins. This led Lambert to 
assert that Jannaeus first struck coins of the anchor / star type, and only later those 
copying his predecessors’ cornucopia / inscription type. Against this, as various 
scholars have noted, is the internal logic of Hasmonaean production. We would 
expect Jannaeus’s first coins to continue the design of his predecessors, and the new 
anchor / star type with Greek and Aramaic scripts to have come later in his reign. In 
addition, that this hoard contains only a single coin of Hyrcanus perhaps militates 
against Lambert’s early dating of the anchor / star type. Were Jannaeus’s anchor / star 
coins produced early in his reign, we might expect a larger quantity of Hyrcanus’s 
issues in the hoard. It is possible that a stray Hyrcanan coin was accidentally included 
in a shipment of anchor / star coins, which would not be evidence of a short period of 
time between the minting of Jannaean anchor / star and Hyrcanan coins. Indeed, quite 
the opposite might be true: that only a single Hyrcanan coin is found among a group 
of anchor / star coins might indicate that anchor / star minting was late in Jannaeus’s 
reign. Lambert does not comment on die linkages, but the mix of TJC K and L types, 
some double strikes, a case of brockage, and four specimens with the abbreviated ןתני 
inscription indicates that the hoard was not a single mint series.  
                                                
 
132 Lambert (1927). 
177 
 
 
3.9.1.2 Jaffa (IGCH 1611) 
 
Table 3.3 Jaffa hoard 
Attribution Subgroup Series Description Quantity 
Hyrcanus / 
Jannaeus 
A/P 1 Cornucopia  / 
wreathed 
inscription  
1 
Jannaeus L 2 Anchor / star 630 
Jannaeus (?) -- -- Unstruck 
flans 
220 
    Total: 851 
 
Kindler published a sizeable Hasmonaean bronze hoard in 1954.133 Kindler reports 
220 unstruck flans in the hoard, suggesting that they circulated with the struck 
coins.134 He notes the lightweight flans, poorly cut dies, illegible inscriptions, and 
often indecipherable iconography. Inscriptions could only be discerned on 208 coins 
in the hoard. Kindler only finds two specimens that share an obverse die, indicating 
that the hoard did not contain a single mint series. He suggests that the coins were 
struck in Jaffa, citing their low quality as evidence of an imitative provincial mint.135 I 
am not convinced that a non-Jerusalem mint necessarily struck poorer quality coins. 
Ariel has noted small flan moulds in Jerusalem with cavities of 5.5mm, which could 
have made coins of the nature found in the Jaffa hoard.136 The Jaffa hoard comprises 
all but one of the same Aramaic anchor / star type (TJC L). This may indicate that the 
two major Jannaean coin types, the cornucopia / inscription and the anchor / star, 
were not produced concurrently. Josephus describes Jaffa as a significant centre of 
Hasmonaean activity since Jonathan’s occupation and garrisoning (JA 13.91-92; 
13.179) and Simon’s subjection (κατεστρέψατο JA 13.179). The Josephan record of 
                                                
 
133 Kindler (1954). 
134 Kindler (1954), 174-75. 
135 Kindler (1954), 184. 
136 Ariel (2012), 71-72. 
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Antiochus VII’s complaint to Hyrcanus (JA 13.246), as well as the Pergamum Decree 
(JA 13.250), single out the Hasmonaean capture of Jaffa, which may indicate its 
prominence.137 Under Jannaeus, Josephus names the city as the focus of Judaean 
defences against Antiochus XII (JA 13.390 cf. §1.3.1.2). As such, in a possible centre 
of Hasmonaean population, commerce, and garrisoning, this hoard could be a lost 
shipment intended for military allowances; a lost or abandoned mercantile hoard; or a 
personal emergency hoard. 
 
3.9.1.3 Khirbet Mazin (Qasr el-Yehud) 
 
Table 3.4 Khirbet Mazin hoard 
Attribution Subgroup Series Description Quantity 
Jannaeus P 1 Cornucopia  / 
wreathed 
inscription  
6 
Jannaeus K 2 Anchor / star 1729 
Jannaeus L 2 Anchor / star 1 
Uncertain / 
unexamined 
-- -- -- 188 
    Total: 1924 
 
The Khirbet Mazin hoard has been associated by Ariel and Hirschfeld with a fortified 
tower on the Dead Sea, which may have had military uses.138 Almost all the coins are 
TJC K (anchor / star coin with Greek and Palaeo-Hebrew inscriptions). Only one 
Aramaic anchor / star coin (TJC L) was present. The publishers noted few signs of 
wear, but a generally poor quality of striking and flan preparation with many light 
                                                
 
137 Josephus’s coverage of Jaffa under Herod (JA 15.333) differs slightly, although it is difficult to 
know whether he was using a different source or if the city declined in relative importance, which is 
possible given Herod’s foundation of neighbouring Strato’s Tower as Caesaraea. Josephus describes 
Jaffa during Herod’s reign as a πόλισµα (JA 15.333 cf. it is a πόλις under the Hasmonaeans JA 13.91) 
in addition to describing its unfavourable anchorage (δύσορµα JA 15.333) 
138 Ariel and Hirschfeld (2005). 
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examples. The publishers stress the poor execution and light weight of the coins, 
which they contrast with the higher quality asserted by Meshorer’s cataloguing of 
TJC K. The authors suggest a closure date of 80-76 BCE, depending on whether the 
single TJC L coin was struck in Jannaeus’s twenty-fifth year or later.139 It is not a 
single mint series: the authors comment on the range of misstrikes, marks, and 
inscriptional variations. In terms of significance, the hoard offers further indication 
that cornucopia / inscription and anchor / star coins were not produced 
simultaneously, since only a single cornucopia / inscription issue was identified. The 
hoard was recovered from within the Dead Sea, not on the shore, and hence the hoard 
may have been lost during the transportation of a military allowance that was intended 
for use during Jannaeus’s Transjordan campaigns in his final years.140 Indeed, Khirbet 
Mazin marks the narrowest Dead Sea crossing between Jerusalem and the Jannaean 
fortification at Machaerus (BJ 1.171). 
 
Considering this hoard together with the Mount Ophel and Jaffa finds, we note the 
relative abundance of anchor / star coins compared to other Jannaean coin types. This 
confirms what Ariel has described as the ‘enormously disproportionate’ quantities of 
the Jannaean anchor / star coins compared to other Judaean issues.141 Second, we 
should note the typological uniformity of these hoards, which virtually exclude the 
cornucopia / inscription coins. This might suggest a gap between the productions of 
the two major Jannaean types. That is, were cornucopia / inscription coins and anchor 
/ star coins struck concurrently, we might expect these large hoards to contain a larger 
proportion of the cornucopia / inscription type.  
 
                                                
 
139 Ariel and Hirschfeld (2005), 85-86. 
140 Ariel and Hirschfeld (2005), 72-73. 
141 Ariel (2012), 72; for aggregated data from Jerusalem see Gitler (1996); Ariel (1982), 273–326. 
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3.9.1.4 Gibeon (El-Jib) (IGCH 1612) 
 
Table 3.5 Gibeon hoard 
Attribution Subgroup Series Description Quantity 
Jannaeus L 2 Anchor / star  23 
    Total: 23 
 
Excavations at Gibeon (El-Jib) in 1956 found a hoard of 23 Jannaean bronzes that had 
been buried in a room adjoining the Roman baths. 142  Although not inventoried, 
Pritchard’s photograph shows only anchor / star coins, which look similar to those in 
the Jaffa hoard (TJC L). Although ‘considerable evidence’ was found of Roman 
occupation and no literary sources attest to Hellenistic occupation at Gibeon, 
Pritchard takes this hoard as evidence for some first-century BCE settlement.143 He 
supports this with some jars, dateable between the first century BCE and first century 
CE, and an ash-like plaster similar to that at Qumran and Herodian Jericho.144 Neither 
of these points makes a first-century dating certain. Instead, the continued circulation 
of Jannaean issues during the Roman period is widely noted (§3.3.4). Indeed, I 
suggest this hoard was probably deposited in line with the Roman dating of the site. If 
any further conclusion is warranted, it perhaps supports a dating of the anchor / star 
coins towards the close of Jannaeus’s reign. 
 
 
                                                
 
142  James B. Pritchard, Gibeon, Where the Sun Stood Still: The Discovery of the Biblical City 
(Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 2012), 76-7; Kadman (1967). 
143 Pritchard (2012), 76-7. 
144 Pritchard (2012), 77. 
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3.9.1.5 Golan (IGCH 1613) 
 
Table 3.6 Golan hoard 
Attribution Subgroup Series Description Quantity 
Antiochus VII -- -- -- 1 
Antiochus VIII -- -- -- 1 
Sidon (?) -- -- -- 1 
Tyre   (See Figure 
3.84) 
25 
Aristobulus U 1 Cornucopia / 
inscription  
2 
Jannaeus P 1 Cornucopia / 
inscription 
1 
Uncertain 
Hasmonaean 
‘similar to 
previous’ 
A/P 1 Cornucopia  / 
wreathed 
inscription  
9 
    Total: 41 
 
 
Figure 3.84 Herakles-Melquart / palm tree with Tyre monogram (l.) and LΑΙ (r.) (year 
11, 116/5 BCE) (this example: 1.46g) 
British Museum (1995,0605.142) 
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Henri Seyrig published a hoard of 40 bronze coins in 1940 from the Golan Heights, 
which he recorded from a merchant in Damascus. 145  It provides some useful 
information on the circulatory composition of the region to the north of the 
Hasmonaean kingdom close to Damascus. Apart from two Seleucid and one Sidonian 
specimens, the hoard comprises twelve Hasmonaean cornucopia / inscription bronzes 
and 25 Tyrian bronzes of the type shown above, which have a similar size and weight 
to the Hasmonaean bronzes.146 This hoard suggests that in this region, small civic 
issues from Tyre might have been used and circulated together with small 
Hasmonaean issues. This is corroborated by Bellinger, who reports 26 Tyrian 
Melquart / palm civic coins at Dura-Europus, which are all dated to 99/8 BCE (year 
28), together with 36 Hasmonaean bronzes (Table 3.7).147  
 
                                                
 
145 Henri Seyrig, ‘Monnaies grecques des fouilles de Doura et d’Antioche’, RN 6, no. 1 (1958): 171–81. 
146 Hoover catalogues this type as 10-15mm; 1.35 – 2.07g (CNG 366). Danny Syon has observed dates 
on this Tyrian bronze type ranging from year 3 to 28 (124/3 BCE – 99/8 BCE), although cf. his 
incorrect reading of the British Museum specimen as year 28 (Figure 3.84). Danny Syon, ‘The Bronze 
Coinage of Tyre: The First Years of Autonomy’, AJN 20 (2008): 295–304. 
147  Alfred R. Bellinger, The Excavations at Dura-Europos Conducted by Yale University and the 
French Academy of Inscriptions and Letters. Final Report VI: The Coins, ed. Michael I. Rostovtzeff et 
al. (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1949). 
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Table 3.7 Hasmonaean and Tyrian (Melquart / palm) coins from Dura-Europus 
Attribution Simplified 
TJC type 
Series Description Quantity 
Hyrcanus A 1 Cornucopia / 
inscription  
3 
Jannaeus P 1 Cornucopia / 
inscription  
5 
Uncertain 
Hasmonaean 
A/P 22 Cornucopia / 
inscription 
(unclear 
inscription) 
22 
Jannaeus K 2 Anchor / star 5 
Jannaeus L 2 Anchor / star 1 
Tyre 
autonomous 
-- -- Melquart / 
palm; year 28 
(99/8 BCE) 
26 
 
Bellinger suggests that the Parthians took control of Dura-Europus in 113 BCE, which 
saw a flow of western coinage arriving in the city. In his words, this included 
‘oddments of bronze’ from various late Seleucid kings, Antioch, Tyre, and 
Hasmonaean Judaea. 148 One of the Tyrian coins from Dura-Europus is overstruck on 
a cornucopia / inscription Hasmonaean coin, which he identifies as from Hyrcanus 
(Figure 3.84). Indeed, Meshorer has recorded a Jannaean cornucopia / inscription coin 
overstruck on a Tyrian year 28 (99/8 BCE) Melquart / palm bronze (TJC R23; Figure 
3.86). Syon reports to have encountered fifteen of these small Tyrian bronzes in 
collections from Galilee. Taken together, these finds offer some suggestion that the 
Melquart / palm bronzes from Tyre might have circulated, at least in some locations, 
together with contemporary Hasmonaean coins of the cornucopia / inscription type. In 
fact, taken with Dura-Europus’s mix of late Seleucid and western city bronzes, the 
Golan hoard might also indicate that a mix of small Coele-Syrian and Phoenician 
bronzes were used in monetary exchange. 
                                                
 
148 Bellinger (1949), 201. 
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To review, there are two significant, if tentative, conclusions to make from this hoard. 
First, the Golan hoard offers some evidence, taken with the finds from Dura-Europus 
and the Tyrian-Hasmonaean overstrikes, that Hasmonaean bronzes circulated in the 
region with Tyrian civic and other Phoenician and late Seleucid bronzes of a 
proximate module. Second, the absence of the very common Jannaean anchor / star 
coins (cf. Mount Ophel, Jaffa, and Khirbet Mazin) in a hoard containing Tyrian coins 
dated no later than the fifth year of Jannaeus’s reign (99/8 BCE) gives us some 
ground to date Jannaeus’s cornucopia / inscription type prior to his anchor / star type. 
 
 
Figure 3.85 Melquart / palm Tyrian bronze overstruck on a cornucopia / inscription 
Hasmonaean (Hyrcanus?) bronze 
Bellinger (1949), 1881a (pl. 38) 
 
 
Figure 3.86 Cornucopia / inscription Hasmonaean bronze overstruck on Melquart / 
palm Tyrian bronze 
Meshorer TJC R23 (pl. 35) 
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3.9.1.6 Palestine (IGCH 1606) 
 
Table 3.8 Palestine hoard 
Attribution Subgroup Series Description Quantity 
Seleucid 
(Antiochus III / 
Antiochus IV) 
-- -- -- 6 
Ptolemais -- -- Dioscuri 
wearing 
wreaths / 
cornucopia (c. 
2.00 – 4.00g) 
 
Tyche / Nike 
(c. 6.00 – 
8.00g) 
56 
Uncertain (likely 
Ptolemais) 
-- -- -- 25 
Tyre -- -- -- 1 
Hasmonaean -- -- -- 3 
Roman 
(intrusive) 
-- -- -- 1 
    Total: 92 
 
A hoard of 98 bronzes predominantly from Ptolemais of a Dioscuri / cornucopia type 
is reputed to have been found in Palestine. The absence of detail on the provenance 
and the types of Hasmonaean coins makes historical analysis difficult. Yet, a dated 
coin from Ptolemais (110/109 BCE) offers a terminus post quem for a seal date. We 
might tentatively view this hoard as a snapshot of the circulation somewhere close to 
Ptolemais and the northern Hasmonaean territory in the years around Jannaeus’s 
accession. Ignoring the intrusive third-century CE Roman coin, the hoard offers two 
pieces of information. First, it is another example of a civic authority’s bronzes 
circulating with a smaller proportion of other issuers. Second, in a very general sense, 
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it indicates that at least some coin users were aware of both Hasmonaean and 
Ptolemais coins with the cornucopia type. 
 
3.9.1.7 ‘Late Seleucid Bronze Hoard’ (CH X.349) 
 
Table 3.9 Late Seleucid bronze hoard 
Attribution Quantity 
Jannaeus (anchor / star) 1 
Philip V (Macedon) 1 
Aretas III (Nabataea) 1 
Ptolemy (Ituraea) 1 
Ptolemy II or III (Egypt) 1 
Seleucus III or Antiochus III 1 
Antiochus III 2 
Antiochus IV 3 
Antiochus V 1 
Demetrius I 1 
Demetrius II (first reign) 5 
Antiochus VII 1 
Demetrius II (second reign) 2 
Antiochus VIII 23 
Demetrius III 94 
Antiochus XII 66 
Cleopatra Selene and Antiochus XIII 1 
Antioch 3 
Ptolemais 7 
Sidon 2 
Tyre 25 
 
An unprovenanced hoard of 244 bronzes (and 2 unidentifiable bronzes and 1 
unidentifiable lead coin) from the second and first centuries BCE has been published 
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from a private collection. 149  It mostly comprises Seleucid royal issues from 
Damascus. The hoard includes a single anchor / star coin (TJC L): the anchor and star 
are both off-flan, and both inscriptions are barely discernible. 150  The number of 
Damascene (66%), Tyrian (14%) and possibly Ptolemais (15%) coins compared with 
those of Antioch (3%) leads Nicholas Wright to propose a burial spot in Coele-
Syria.151 The last dated coin in the hoard is 73/2 BCE. Given that the Seleucids lost 
Damascus in 72/1 BCE, this offers a plausible closure date.152 The presence of a 
Jannaean coin in an early first-century BCE Damascene hoard might be owed to 
Jannaeus’s military activity with Demetrius III and Antiochus XII (§1.3.1.2). 
Alternatively, the Jannaean coin might have passed into Damascene bronze 
circulation by whichever troop or merchant movements that brought the civic coins 
from Ituraea, Sidon, Ptolemais, or Tyre into Damascus. If concealed around 72 BCE, 
at the point of Tigranes II’s siege of Damascus, the hoard might show a snapshot of 
circulation at that time. As such, it indicates that small and low value bronzes from 
Coele-Syria might have circulated together with official Damascene issues and older 
Seleucid royal bronzes. In other words, common bronze exchange in Damascus might 
have afforded scant attention to whether issues were official Demetrius III / 
Antiochus XII coins or from some other civic authority, such as Hasmonaean Judaea.  
 
                                                
 
149 Wright (2010). 
150 Wright (2010), #204 plate 67. 
151 Wright (2010), 256-58. 
152 Wright (2010), 258-59. 
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3.9.1.8 Nisibis (IGCH 1788) 
 
Table 3.10 Nisibis hoard 
Attribution Quantity 
Hasmonaean (cornucopia / inscription) 2 
Tigranes I, Armenia 11 
Mithridates I (Commagene) 4 
Mithridates II (Parthia) 1 
Aretas III (Nabataea) 1 
Natunia (Assyria) 2 
Seleucus IV 2 
Antiochus IV 3 
Antiochus V 1 
Demetrius I 4 
Alexander I (Seleucid) 11 
Demetrius II (first reign) 1 
Antiochus VI 3 
Tryphon 1 
Antiochus VII 16 
Demetrius II (second reign) 1 
Alexander II (Seleucid) 4 
Antiochus VIII and Cleopatra 3 
Antiochus VIII 65 
Antiochus IX 40 
Demetrius III 10 
Antiochus XII 7 
Thessaly 1 
Gaziura 1 
Amorium 1 
Mopsuestia 5 
Soli, Cilicia 2 
Antioch 214 
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Apamea 1 
Laodicea 1 
Seleucia in Pieria 1 
Demetrias 1 
Aradus 18 
Sidon 1 
Seleucia on the Tigris 72 
 
Henri Seyrig published a full inventory of the Nisibis hoard in 1955. The hoard 
comprises 623 bronze coins, of which 512 were identified, and a Roman coin that 
may be intrusive.153 The earliest coin, from Seleucia in Pieria, is dated 148/7 BCE 
(Seleucid era year 165). Ignoring the Roman plated denarius, a closure date is offered 
some time after 41 or 31 BCE: this is the latest date in the hoard, struck on a coin 
from Seleucia on the Tigris that may read year 270 (ΟΣ) or 280 (ΠΣ) Seleucid era. In 
discussion, Seyrig prefers the later date for typological reasons.154 The majority of the 
coins, where dated, are closer to the mid-first century than the mid-second century 
BCE. The hoard contains two Hasmonaean cornucopia / inscription coins (#84), but 
Seyrig notes that the inscription is too illegible for monarchical attribution. The hoard 
predominantly comprises civic bronzes from Antioch (214 coins) and royal Seleucid 
bronzes (172 coins), of which most are struck at Antioch. Seyrig suggests that at the 
time of deposition there was no local striking, and that the region around Nisibis used 
a sundry collection (‘une circulation monétaire hétéroclite’) of Armenian and old 
Seleucid coins, which are represented by the hoard.155 In this sense, the significance 
of the Nisibis hoard does not primarily concern Judaean coin usage. Yet, it does show 
an instance of Hasmonaean coins joining Syrian and northern Phoenician issues as 
part of a motley, bronze circulation. That is to say, the Nisibis hoard is similar to the 
Late Seleucid Bronze Hoard (§3.9.1.7): an assortment of low value bronzes, many of 
which were too poorly struck as to be attributable to an authority, could collectively 
circulate as acceptable units of account. Hence, the Nisibis and the Late Seleucid 
                                                
 
153 Henri Seyrig, ‘Tresor monétaire de Nisbie’, RN 17 (1955): 85–128. 
154 Seyrig (1955), 100-01. 
155 Seyrig (1955), 103. 
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hoards parallel the Golan and Palestine hoards from Judaea, affording some 
contextual support to the theory that in some areas, Judaean circulation comprised low 
value bronzes from a mix of authorities. 
 
3.9.1.9 Beth Sahur, Bethlehem (IGCH 1624) 
 
Table 3.11 Beth Sahur hoard 
Attribution Subgroup Series Description Quantity 
Hyrcanus A 1 Cornucopia / 
inscription  
50 
Hyrcanus? A/P 1 Cornucopia / 
inscription 
(illegible 
inscription) 
13 
    Total: 63 
 
A hoard of 63 Hasmonaean bronzes was published by Eleazer Sukenik in 1947. 156 He 
inventories the hoard as entirely Hyrcanan cornucopia / inscription coins. He observes 
at least 4 variations of inscription and 13 specimens where the epigraphy was 
illegible. One case of brockage is noted. He asserts that ‘because of features in 
common to all the foregoing coins’, the illegible issues are also from Hyrcanus. 
Without further detail, the possibility remains that there may be Jannaean issues 
among them: Leo Kadman later reported the hoard as containing 37 Jannaean coins 
and only 26 of Hyrcanus.157 Yet, Sukenik’s report is more detailed, and if the hoard 
contains only Hyrcanan issues then we might suggest a closure date in Hyrcanus’s 
reign. This hoard offers corroboration for the dating of initial Hasmonaean minting to 
Hyrcanus I. If we accept Kadman’s identification of Jannaean coins, it provides some 
                                                
 
156 Eleazer L. Sukenik, ‘A Hoard of Coins of John Hyrcanus’, JQR 37 (1947): 281–84. 
157  Leo Kadman, ‘The Monetary Development of Palestine in the Light of Coin Hoards’, in 
International Numismatic Convention, Jerusalem 27-31 December 1963: The Patterns of Monetary 
Development in Phoenicia and Palestine in Antiquity, ed. Arie Kindler (Tel Aviv: Schocken Publishing 
House, 1967); Safrai (2010), 89. 
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evidence that Jannaeus struck cornucopia / inscription coins before anchor / star coins, 
since we might otherwise expect inclusion of the latter in the hoard. Dating 
Hasmonaean military activity in Galilee is difficult, so little can be ascertained in the 
way of depositional context.158 
 
3.9.1.10 Jerusalem Temple Mount (IGCH 1625) 
 
Table 3.12 Jerusalem Temple Mount hoard 
Attribution Subgroup Series Description Quantity 
Hyrcanus A 1 Cornucopia / 
inscription  
17 
Hyrcanus C 5 Palm branch / 
flower 
2 
    Total: 19 
 
A hoard of Hyrcanan issues has been found on the Temple Mount.159 The hoard 
contains 19 bronzes attributed to Hyrcanus: 17 are of the cornucopia / inscription type 
(Series 1), and 2 of the flower / palm type (Series 5). The absence of Jannaean issues 
likely means that the hoard was sealed during Hyrcanus’s reign. Given the relatively 
small size of the hoard, it is perhaps a personal deposit rather than a governmental 
disbursement lost in transit. If we accept that the two flower / palm coins were 
included purposefully, then the hoard could indicate that the two coin types circulated 
                                                
 
158 Despite early scholarship’s certainty on Aristobulus’s annexation of Galilee (e.g., Morton Smith: 
1999, 198 note 39), the relation between Galilee and Ituraea between Josephus’s BJ and JA is not clear. 
Josephus reports Aristobulus’s brother, Antigonus, winning military decorations in Galilee in Jewish 
War (πολεµικὸν κόσµον ἐν τῇ Γαλιλαίᾳ BJ 1.76) but omits this detail in Jewish Antiquities (unqualified 
‘κόσµον πολεµικόν’, although here the context is different JA 13.308). For a longer consideration see 
Myers’ discussion: Eric A. Myers, The Itureans and the Roman Near East: Reassessing the Sources 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 28ff; Morton Smith, ‘The Gentiles in Judaism: 125 
BCE - CE 66’, in The Cambridge History of Judaism: The Early Roman Period Volume 3: The Early 
Roman Period, ed. William Horbury, W. D. Davies, and John Sturdy, vol. 3 (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1999). 
159 IGCH 1625 (vol. 1, p. 224). 
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concurrently, and that the rare flower / palm type was not withdrawn before the 
common cornucopia / inscription type was struck. 
 
3.9.2 Coin hoards: summary 
Two conclusions might be drawn from the coin hoards detailed in this chapter. First, 
we find some evidence for the relative dating of Jannaeus’s anchor / star coins later 
than his cornucopia / inscription coins. The largest Hasmonaean hoards (Mount 
Ophel, Jaffa, and Khirbet Mazin) contain almost exclusively anchor / star coins of 
Jannaeus. This could indicate a break in production between the two series, given we 
might expect comparable proportions were the two types produced simultaneously. 
The Gibeon hoard contains only Jannaeus’s anchor / star issues and seems likely to 
date to the first century CE. This gives some evidence of continued circulation of 
Jannaeus’s anchor / star coins, and makes this type likely to have been struck later in 
Jannaeus’s reign. Conversely, the Golan hoard contains only cornucopia / inscription 
coins from Jannaeus and Aristobulus. That only Jannaeus’s cornucopia / inscription 
coins occur in a hoard with Aristobulus’s coins and Tyrian coins dated no later than 
99/98 BCE offers some indication that the cornucopia / inscription type predates the 
anchor / star type. Finally, if Kadman’s report of the Beth Sahur hoard is accepted, 
then we have additional support from a hoard containing Hyrcanan and Jannaean 
cornucopia / inscription coins without any anchor / star coins. The hoard evidence 
here offers moderate support for the logical dating of these types. That is, it would be 
most coherent that Jannaeus initially struck the same type and script as his 
predecessors, and subsequently introduced the new anchor / star type with Greek and 
Aramaic scripts. Moreover, the only fixed dates for Hasmonaean coinage fit this 
picture: some anchor / star are dated to year 25, which would be 79/8 BCE if referring 
to Jannaeus’s reign, while a Jannaean cornucopia / inscription type (Figure 3.85) has 
been found overstruck on a 99/8 BCE Tyrian bronze. 
 
Second, the Golan and Palestine hoards indicate that bronzes of mixed provenance 
might have circulated in parts of Hasmonaean territory. The Golan hoard contains 
Tyrian, Seleucid, and Hasmonaean issues, while the Palestine hoard has a mix of 
Ptolemais, Seleucid, and Hasmonaean issues. If these hoards are representative of the 
circulating coinage at the time of closure, then we might find evidence that 
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Hasmonaean and local city coinage were jointly accepted for commerce in Judaea. 
Similarly, the first-century Nisibis and the Late Seleucid Bronze Hoard contain some 
Hasmonaean bronzes together with Seleucid and municipal coinage, perhaps 
indicating that a similarly mixed profile of bronze circulated around Damascus and 
Nisibis.    
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4 The Monetary System in Judaea 
4.1 Introduction 
This chapter seeks to reconstruct the monetary system of Judaea during Jannaeus’s 
reign. In particular, an attempt is made to identify the structure of denominations, if 
any can be found, in the Judaean monetary system. This chapter is based on a 
database of 3,106 Hasmonaean coins recorded from museum collections, published 
collections, and excavation reports (http://dx.doi.org/10.17863/CAM.4478). These 
coins have been surveyed for their iconographic and metrological data.  
 
In order to identify potential denominations, coins of the different iconographic type 
will be compared to assess whether they have different modules. If iconographic 
variance between the sampled coins is reflected in metrological variance between the 
coins, we might have grounds for identifying a system of denominations.  
 
4.1.1 Structure of the chapter 
The chapter first sets out recent models of Judaean coinage (§4.2) and discusses some 
of the problems with these typologies. The remainder of the chapter tests two 
hypotheses on a sample of 3,106 Hasmonaean coins. To do so, first the sampled coins 
are attributed to a main iconographic group and a subgroup (§4.4) on the basis of their 
type, script, and monarchical legend. Second, the chapter considers each main 
iconographic group in turn (§4.5; §4.6; §4.7; §4.8) testing the two hypotheses. The 
first hypothesis is that main iconographic groups have different mean weights and 
diameters. The second hypothesis is that the subgroups within each main 
iconographic group (e.g., the cornucopia / inscription coins of different Hasmonaean 
rulers) have different mean weights and diameters. If we can accept these hypotheses, 
we have some grounds for identifying denominations. The chapter ends with a 
summary of findings and presents a reconstruction of the system of monetary 
exchange in Hasmonaean Judaea (§4.10). 
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4.2 Current models of Hasmonaean coinage 
Presently, the main systematic arrangements of Hasmonaean coins are collector-
orientated, iconographic corpora. These catalogues divide a survey of coins into 
tranches based on monarchical attribution and iconographic variance. This presents an 
obstacle to scholars attempting to understand how the Hasmonaean monetary system 
worked. An artistic approach to Hasmonaean coins does not necessarily represent 
how coins were used. Rather, it risks projecting a subjective and anachronistic 
structure onto the coinage system, which prioritises relatively acute variations in coin 
style.  
 
Currently, the definitive reference for organising Hasmonaean coinage is Ya’akov 
Meshorer’s Treasury of Jewish Coins. Meshorer uses regnal dates and iconographic 
variance to divide Jannaean coins into types. Coins within each type share broadly 
similar artistic and epigraphic styles. Meshorer identifies ten types of Jannaean coin in 
this way. Typographically organising a ruler’s numismatic material is useful for 
shorthand discussion of coin finds. But Meshorer’s prioritisation of imagery as the 
chief organising principle introduces subjectivity and arbitrary complexity. Moreover, 
while presenting itself as a catalogue, Meshorer’s work is actually best understood as 
a corpus. That is to say, Meshorer presents a limited collection of Hasmonaean coins 
that appeals to collectors’ need for identification of rare types through the 
representation of high quality and unusual examples.  
 
Meshorer’s typology is widely used by historians and archaeologists, although other 
scholars have divided Hasmonaean coins into different tranches based on ruler, 
iconography, and inscriptions. David Hendin’s Guide to Biblical Coins separates 
Jannaean coins into thirteen categories. As with Meshorer’s typology, Hendin’s work 
should be seen as a collectors’ corpus. There is no effort to quantify the types of coin 
in absolute or relative terms, which might give the impression to non-specialists that 
each coin occupied a similar status in Judaean circulation. Moreover, Hendin offers 
no defence of the principles by which he groups Jannaean coins, nor a list of the 
underlying data that was used to deduce his categories. Indeed, there seems to be no 
consistent or objective level of iconographic difference that determines each type in 
his catalogue. For example, slight differences in the palaeographic style of Jannaeus’s 
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cornucopia / inscription coins is enough to constitute three types in his catalogue 
(GBC 1144-46), but only two types of Aramaic anchor / star coins are identified 
(GBC 1152-53) despite Hendin’s reference to ‘innumerable varieties’ of this design.1 
Likewise, although occurrences of brockage on Jannaean anchor / star coins are given 
their own subtypes (GBC 1150d; 1150e; 1151a; 1153b), no subtypes are given for 
brockage of Jannaean cornucopia / inscription coins. The impression, as with 
Meshorer’s work, is that Hendin is recording a corpus, which is not the same as a 
catalogue. The subjectivity of Hendin’s typological scheme makes it difficult to 
integrate within an academic examination of coin use in the Hasmonaean period. 
 
Oliver Hoover and Ilan Shachar have also published groupings of Jannaean coins. 
Hoover’s typology seems broadly, if not entirely, based on Meshorer’s system.2 
Hoover notes ten types of Jannaean coin. We encounter a similar difficulty with 
Hoover’s catalogue as with Hendin’s work; namely, an absence of objective 
categorisation principles. For example, Hoover identifies four types of cornucopia / 
inscription coins, distinguished by slight stylistic variance (CNG 638-41), but only a 
single type of Aramaic anchor / star coins (CNG 644), which in reality encompasses a 
range of weights, artistic styles, legends, and flan shapes. Shachar groups Jannaean 
coins into seven types.3 Unlike other authors, he groups all cornucopia / inscription 
coins under one type (Type 1). Shachar splits the Aramaic anchor /star coins into two 
groups according to Meshorer’s subtyping, by ascribing a separate group (Type 7) to 
the ‘degenerative, crude copies or imitations’ of this coin.4 Shachar’s division of coins 
on the grounds of putative ‘crude’ imagery provides no insight into how the objects 
were regarded by their producers or users. Moreover, the subjectivity of a catchall 
‘crude’ category of coinage renders Shachar’s system of limited utility for a political 
economy of Hasmonaean Judaea. The putative ‘crude’ group of Aramaic anchor / star 
coins is further discussed below (§4.6.1). 
 
                                                
 
1 GBC, 201. 
2 CNG, 151-61. 
3 Shachar (2004). 
4 Shachar (2004), 7. 
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To reiterate, the above typologies of Hasmonaean coinage are useful for quickly 
identifying the range of coin designs at an archaeological site. They provide historians 
with an overview of the iconography and epithets used by Hasmonaean monarchs. 
Yet, iconographic typologies are less useful when trying to understand the functional 
system of monetary exchange. Typologies do not tell historians how coins were 
valued, what transactions utilised coins, or how coins were distributed after minting. 
Perhaps more critically, historians risk concluding unnecessary complexity and an 
anachronistic structure from the dominant focus on artistic variance. 
 
4.3 Reconstructing Judaean monetary exchange 
4.3.1 Data collection   
The remainder of this chapter seeks to establish whether a system of denominations 
can be discerned from our sample of Hasmonaean coins. To do this, a general theory 
is tested: whether differences in coin design are reflected in differences in coin 
metrology (weight and diameter). If our sample of coins can be separated into groups 
with distinct metrology and iconography, then this might indicate a system of 
denominations.  
 
The foundation for this chapter is a database of 3,106 Hasmonaean coins collected 
from 74 museum and university collections, published excavations, and vendors. The 
full dataset is at: http://dx.doi.org/10.17863/CAM.4478. For each specimen, the coin’s 
weight (only coins with published weights were included), diameter (where 
available), collection or publication identification number, and brief observational 
notes (where appropriate) were recorded. Where possible, monarchical and type 
attribution were confirmed with examination. In some cases, the monarchical 
attribution was altered (§3.3.3), usually where I disagreed with the publisher’s reading 
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of the Palaeo-Hebrew inscription.5 In such instances, a note was made in the database 
describing the reattribution.  
 
4.3.2 Method 
This chapter investigates whether a system of denominations might exist among 
Judaean bronze coins. A two-step method was used to test for a system of 
denominations. First, the coins in our database were separated into iconographic 
groups. Two levels of iconographic grouping were made. A broad division of the 
database separated the sample into five main iconographic groups on the basis of the 
coins’ main type. With the exception of a small number of coins, most of the coins 
sampled (99.97%) fall into either the cornucopia / inscription or the anchor / star 
group. A more detailed iconographic division of the database was also made, 
separating the coins into eleven subgroups. These subgroups divide the coins 
according to monarchical attribution (i.e., whether a cornucopia / inscription coin 
carries the name ןנחוהי or ןתני or הדוהי) and the use of script (i.e., whether an anchor / 
star coin has an Aramaic or a Palaeo-Hebrew inscription). Justification for each 
iconographic grouping is given below. 
 
Second, two hypotheses were formed to test for possible denominations. The first 
hypothesis is that the main iconographic groups have different mean weights and 
diameters. If this hypothesis is true, then we might have some support for 
identification of the main iconographic groups as different denominations. The second 
hypothesis is that the subgroups within each main iconographic group (e.g., the 
cornucopia / inscription coins of different Hasmonaean rulers) have different mean 
                                                
 
5 Principally, reattributions were made where the name of the ruler was not clear. In these instances, 
Jannaean or Hyrcanus cornucopia / inscription coins were assigned to a general ‘A/P’ category. 
Similarly, some coins with the anchor / star design were difficult to attribute to either the TJC K or L 
type and so were assigned to a general ‘K/L’ type. It is possible that palaeographic style on the 
inscription coins might identify the monarch (i.e., through comparison to similar palaeographic styles 
on identifiable issues belonging to Hyrcanus and Jannaeus). This was not performed here, as it cannot 
be excluded that, for example, Jannaeus’s die engravers used similar palaeographic styles to Hyrcanus 
on certain issues. 
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weights and diameters. If this hypothesis is true, then we might have some grounds to 
identify a system of denominations between subgroups. 6  In formulating both 
hypotheses, the same rationale was used: namely, that a system of denominations 
might be identified by iconographic and metrological difference between coins. 
                                                
 
6 David Hendin has made a different metrological study of Judaean bronze coins from the Hasmonaean 
to the Roman period. Hendin’s core observation is that the average weights of ‘the various issues 
fluctuate in a relatively insignificant manner’ but that ‘there is a significant range of weigh [sic]… 
within each denomination or series’ (p. 118). Given this metrological profile, he concludes that a coin’s 
iconographic type, not weight, determined its denomination. On this, Hendin makes the reasonable 
point that coins of the same design that differed in weight by only one or two grams could not have 
been easily distinguished in a marketplace. He suggests that the majority of Hasmonaean coinage is of 
one denomination, which he labels ‘prutah’ for convenience (p. 106). Although he notes a half 
denomination, he concedes that too few specimens exist for analysis. Although I do not disagree with 
Hendin’s general conclusions, his study has some serious flaws. My major concern is with his 
statistical methodology, which appears to be data dredging. That is, Hendin does not first formulate 
hypotheses to be tested, but he presents statistical observations that ostensibly prove ‘trends in 
denomination and standard’ (p. 108). This is not a valid approach to data: it may be that Hendin tested 
a large number of hypotheses out-of-publication in the process of finding some statistically significant 
results, which are then presented so as to exclude variables, tests, and hypotheses that were not 
significant. Moreover, Hendin offers no justification for the division of his database of Hasmonaean 
coins into eight groups, on which he calculates the mean, range, and deviation of weights. The number 
of groups exposed to testing is concerning: divided into small enough tranches, any sample of data can 
reveal groups with similar characteristics. Yet, without offering justification for the eight groups of 
data that are tested, we cannot rely on his results. For example, it is not clear why Hyrcanus’ named 
coins are tested as a single group, while Jannaeus’s named coins are divided into seven groups. 
Similarly, Hendin separates Jannaeus’s Aramaic anchor / star coins into two groups, for which he 
offers two averages with relatively low standard deviations. Yet, the averages and standard deviations 
of these groups are meaningless if the coin samples were separated into two groups so as to yield 
significant results. Furthermore, Hendin does not offer the raw data or an appendix of variables and 
outcomes that were not significant. The result of this is to undermine Hendin’s conclusions on the 
Hasmonaean monetary system. In particular, we should question his quasi-chronological assertions. He 
proposes that the Jannaean mint increased the weight standard of the prutah in time for its first ‘royal 
title’ coins, and that the so-called ‘wretched’ lightweight anchor / star coins belong to a successor to 
Jannaeus (p. 113). This may be so, but it is not proven in his study. Finally, his work is tied into the 
highly problematic thesis that Hasmonaean coins ‘underlined the political independence of the 
Hasmoneans’ (p. 119), which we discussed above (§3.6); David Hendin, ‘The Metrology of Judaean 
Small Bronze Coins’, AJN 21 (2009): 105–21. 
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Weight and diameter are used as measures of the module of sampled coins. 
Numismatists have noted that the weights of Hellenistic bronze coins vary more than 
diameter, which could suggest that the controlled variable in coin production was 
diameter and not weight.7 Indeed, the general impression of coin size (i.e., diameter) 
is more plausible as the way in which users differentiated denominations, rather than 
the repeated weighing of coins. Similarly, the mechanics of flan production (§3.8), 
whereby flans were cast in bivalve moulds produced with drill bits, would afford 
greater control of consistent flan diameter rather than depth. However, coin diameters 
are not frequently recorded in excavation reports, sales publications, or museum 
catalogues. Of the 3,106 coins in our database, 874 were available with recorded 
diameters. As such, testing mean weight of sampled coins is important. Moreover, 
coin weight affords a great degree of accuracy, as it is widely reported to two decimal 
places and provides only one value per coin. Measuring diameter involves some 
methodological variance, depending on whether the narrowest or widest part of the 
coin is measured. As such, our two hypotheses are tested for both the mean weight 
and mean diameter of sampled coins.  
 
To summarise, the remainder of this chapter attempts a reconstruction of the monetary 
system of Jannaean Judaea. To do this, a two-step method is used. First, visual 
inspection is used to organise the coins into five main iconographic groups and eleven 
subgroups. Second, two hypotheses are formed, asking whether groups of coins with 
different iconographic design also have different modules. The first hypothesis asks 
whether the main iconographic groups have a statistically different metrology from 
each other. The second hypothesis asks whether the subgroups comprising each 
iconographic group have statistically different metrology. In this way, we seek to 
identify whether a system of denominations might have existed. 
 
                                                
 
7 E.g., Thomas Faucher and Mona Shahin, ‘Le trésor de Gézéïr (lac Mariout, Alexandrie)’, RN 162 
(2006): 138-39; Faucher and Lorber (2010), 40; Mansour Boraik and Thomas Faucher, ‘Le trésor des 
bains de Karnak’, in Cahiers de Karnak, vol. 10 (Cairo: Centre franco-égyptien d’étude des temples de 
Karnak, 2010), 83-84. 
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4.3.3 Method: statistical tests 
A brief explanation of the statistical tests used in this chapter is offered in this section. 
Although common in numismatic research on neighbouring Hellenistic monetary 
systems, Hasmonaean historians have not frequently engaged with data in this way.8  
 
Mean and median 
The mean is the sum of values divided by the number of values being tested. It 
represents the point of balance in the sample: to the extent that values deviate below 
the mean, the values deviate to the same extent above the mean.9 The median is the 
middle ranked value, so that as many values are below the median value as above it. 
Where the mean and median differ, the group has some particularly small or large 
values.10  
 
Standard deviation and interquartile range 
Measures of dispersion describe the extent of spread between values in a sample. It 
can indicate how representative is our measure of central tendency (mean and 
                                                
 
8 Daniel Wolf and Olivier Picard on the Ptolemies; for Mithridates VI in Pontus see François de 
Callataÿ; and for the Seleucids see the studies by Oliver Hoover and Panagiotis Iossif. Daniel Wolf, ‘A 
Metrological Survey of Ptolemaic Bronze Coins’, AJN 25 (2013): 49–116; Olivier Picard, ‘L’apport 
des monnaies des fouilles d’Alexandrie’, in L’exception égyptienne: production et échanges 
monétaires en Égypte hellénistique et romaine, ed. Frédérique Duyrat and Olivier Picard (Cairo: 
Institute français d’archéologie orientale, 2005); François de Callataÿ, ‘La révision de la chronologie 
des bronzes de Mithridate Eupator et ses conséquences sur la datation des monnayages et des sites du 
Bosphore Cimmérien’, in Une koiné pontique: cités grecques, sociétés indigènes et empires mondiaux 
sur le littoral nord de la mer noire (VIIe s. c.V - IIIe s. P.C.), ed. Alain Bresson, Askold Ivantchik, and 
Jean-Louis Ferrary (Bordeaux: Ausonius, 2007); Oliver D. Hoover and Panagiotis P. Iossif, 
‘Metrological Study of Seleucid Tetradrachms of Antioch and Phoenicia’, in SC II.2; Oliver D. 
Hoover, ‘Metrological Study of Seleucid Bronze Coinages’, in SC II.2. 
9 Weisberg (1992), 29. 
10  Allen Rubin, Statistics for Evidence-Based Practice and Evaluation (Belmont, CA.: Cengage 
Learning, 2010), 60. 
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median).11 We offer three measures of dispersion: variance, standard deviation, and 
interquartile range. Variance is a measure of the spread of values around the mean. 
The standard deviation measures how widely the values in a group are spread from 
the mean value of that group, and expresses the variance in the original units of the 
sample (i.e., millimetres or grams). 12 A large standard deviation indicates a wide 
dispersion of measurements around the mean of the set. The interquartile range 
expresses the range of the central 50% of ranked values.  
 
Distribution 
The shape in which a sample’s measurements are distributed can be described. A 
frequency histogram, normal Q-Q plots, and a Kolmogorov-Smirnov test for 
normality can be used to decide whether a sample is normally distributed. In normal 
distributions, the shape of the measurements is symmetrical: the mean, mode and 
median are the same value. 13  Empirical phenomena that are the result of many 
variables are usually normally distributed. Hence, if a coin series is normally 
distributed, we might have some confidence that there was a systematic effort to 
produce the mean weight as a weight standard. The way in which distributions differ 
from normality can be described with a skewness value. Where more values are lower 
                                                
 
11  Rubin (2010), 66-74; Herbert F. Weisberg, Central Tendency and Variability (London: Sage 
Publications, 1992), 46-77; David Kremelberg, Practical Statistics: A Quick and Easy Guide to IBM® 
SPSS® Statistics, STATA, and Other Statistical Software (London: SAGE Publications, 2010), 57-119; 
Sharon Lawner Weinberg and Sarah Knapp Abramowitz, Data Analysis for the Behavioral Sciences 
Using SPSS (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002), 61-79. 
12 As the square root of the variance, the standard deviation can be described as the root mean square 
deviation. That is, the standard deviation is the value of the square root of the average deviation from 
the mean of a data set. Hence, it is not strictly true to say that the standard deviation is the mean 
deviation between each data point and the mean value. The average deviation measures the mean of the 
absolute differences between each point in a set and its mean. This is the measure Hendin uses in his 
metrology of Judaean coinage (Hendin: 2009). The average deviation is less frequently used than the 
standard deviation, as the calculation from absolute values rather than squares has less useful statistical 
properties in terms of application to further calculations or variables: Weisberg (1992), 47-51; Bradley 
Erford, Research and Evaluation in Counselling (Stamford, CT.: Cengage Learning, 2015), 253-56. 
13 Thomas Dietz and Linda Kalof, Introduction to Social Statistics: The Logic of Statistical Reasoning 
(Chichester: John Wiley & Sons, 2009), 131-33; Weinberg and Abramowitz (2002), 68-71. 
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than the mean (i.e., the mean is pulled higher by a few large values) the skewness 
value is positive and vice versa. 
 
Comparing means  
An independent samples t-test compares the mean values of a variable for two 
separate samples. It asks whether the difference between the means is so large that it 
could not have occurred by chance were the samples from the same population.14 An 
independent samples t-test assumes that the two samples have equal variances. 
Levene’s homogeneity of variances test compares two samples’ variances. Where two 
samples do not have equal variances, an adapted t-test statistic is offered, according to 
the Welch-Satterthwaite method.15 An independent samples t-test requires samples to 
be normally distributed. However, excluding the lead coins and the sample sizes for 
some diameter data, the samples are large enough for this not to be of concern. Where 
our samples are too small (<35), this is noted in discussion and t-tests are not 
performed. 
 
4.4 Iconographic groups 
The first stage in our investigation involves the attribution of sampled coins to 
iconographic groups. First, the coins can be grouped according their main 
iconographic type. This involved the separation of cornucopia / inscription coins from 
anchor / star coins. A very small sample (0.03%) fit neither the cornucopia / 
inscription group nor the anchor / star group. Some of these remaining coins were 
separated into two further main iconographic groups: anchor / flower (group 3) and 
flower / palm (group 4). Finally, the coins struck in lead of varying designs were 
separated. It is not clear that these coins fulfilled the same exchange function as 
bronze coins, or if the mint controlled for the different weight of lead flans compared 
with bronze flans of similar diameter. If lead coins were emergency issues, control of 
their modules might have followed different rules from everyday production of 
                                                
 
14 Frederick J. Gravetter and Larry B. Wallnau, Statistics for the Behavioral Sciences (Belmont, CA.: 
Cengage Learning, 2009), chapter 10. 
15  B. L. Welch, ‘The Generalization of “Student’s” Problem When Several Different Population 
Variances Are Involved’, Biometrika 34, no. 1/2 (1947): 28–35. 
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bronze coins. Hence, these are not considered together with any of the main 
iconographic categories. The main iconographic groups are summarised below in 
Table 4.1. 
 
Table 4.1 Main iconographic groups 
Main iconographic 
group number 
Description (subgroups within the main iconographic group) 
1 Double cornucopia / wreathed Palaeo-Hebrew inscription 
(subgroups: A, A/P, P, T, U) 
2 Anchor / star (subgroups: K, K/L, L) 
3 Anchor / flower (subgroups: N) 
4 Flower / palm (subgroups: O) 
 
 
Second, the coins are divided into subgroups. My subgroup divisions use a simplified 
form of lettering from TJC for ease of reference. The subgroups are summarised 
below in Table 4.2. The subgroups within each main iconographic group are also 
noted above in Table 4.1. The subgroups distinguish monarchical attribution (i.e., 
ןנחוהי or ןתני or הדוהי), overstrikes, and the use of script (e.g., whether an anchor / star 
coin occurs with an Aramaic or Palaeo-Hebrew inscription). The rationale here is that 
monarchs may have reformed the Judaean system of denominations, or coins with 
different scripts might belong to different denominations. 
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Table 4.2 Iconographic subgroups 
Subgroup 
(simplified 
TJC letter) 
Number 
of 
samples 
Description of subgroup 
A 687 Double cornucopia; wreathed Palaeo-Hebrew inscription; 
Hyrcanus (ןנחוהי) 
A/P 183 Double cornucopia; wreathed Palaeo-Hebrew inscription; 
unclear name (due to wear, off-flan strike, or blundered die 
engraving) 
K 327 Anchor inside dotted ring with encircling Greek inscription; 
star inside diadem with Palaeo-Hebrew inscription between 
rays; Jannaeus (ןתנוהי) 
K/L 56 Unclear or degraded coins with anchor and star type that 
cannot be attributed to subgroups K or L; presumably Jannaeus 
(ןתנוהי) 
L 1000 Anchor inside solid ring with encircling Greek inscription; 
sometimes a date parallel to the anchor; star inside dotted ring 
with encircling Aramaic inscription; Jannaeus (ןתנוהי) 
M 19 Lead coins usually with anchor / Aramaic inscription, but can 
have with various designs or blank faces; Jannaeus (ןתנוהי) 
N 35 Anchor inside solid ring with encircling Greek inscription; 
flower with encircling Palaeo-Hebrew inscription; Hyrcanus 
(ןנהוהי) and Jannaeus (ןתנוהי) 
O 35 Flower; palm branch with parallel Palaeo-Hebrew inscription; 
Hyrcanus (ןנחוהי) and Jannaeus (ןתנוהי) 
P 677 Double cornucopia; wreathed Palaeo-Hebrew inscription; 
Jannaeus (ןתנוהי or some abbreviation or variant) 
T 45 Same as Type P but overstruck on another coin (usually 
subgroup N) 
U 42 Double cornucopia; wreathed Palaeo-Hebrew inscription; 
Aristobulus (הדוהי) 
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Having described the main iconographic groups and subgroups that exist between the 
sampled coins in our database, the metrology of these groups might be tested with the 
hypothesis that iconographic groups have different weights, and hence might 
represent denominations. The remainder of the chapter considers each main 
iconographic group in turn. First, justification is given for the iconographic grouping. 
Second, the mean weight and diameter of the group is compared with other main 
iconographic groups, followed by a comparison of the mean weights and diameters of 
the composite subgroups. 
  
4.5 Cornucopia / inscription (main iconographic group 1)  
4.5.1 Iconography of the group 
This group contains all the coins of the cornucopia / inscription type. It includes all 
those coins of this type attributable to Hyrcanus I, Aristobulus, and Jannaeus, in 
addition to coins that cannot be attributed. It also includes Jannaeus’s overstruck 
coins, where a previously struck coin has been struck again with the cornucopia / 
inscription dies. Based on the coins I have inspected, the base coin is usually the 
anchor / flower type (§4.7). Although minor iconographic differences exist between 
cornucopia / inscription coins, such as the widths of cornucopia, the design of the 
central pomegranate, or the distribution and shape of Palaeo-Hebrew letters in the 
inscription, all coins of this group share essentially the same design. On this visual 
basis, it seems unlikely that coins within this iconographic group were distinguished 
during commerce on iconographic grounds, since variations are minor.  
 
4.5.2 Metrology of the group 
The first hypothesis is that the mean weight and diameter of iconographic group 1 is 
different from the other main iconographic groups. We use an independent samples t-
test to test this hypothesis. The mean weight of sampled cornucopia / inscription coins 
was found to be significantly different from the mean weight of all other main 
iconographic groups at the 0.05 significance level (Table 4.3). The mean diameter of 
sampled cornucopia / inscription coins was found to be significantly different from 
the mean weight of the anchor / star group (iconographic group 2) at the 0.05 
significance level (Table 4.4). This gives some grounds for identifying the cornucopia 
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/ inscription coins (main iconographic group 1) as a separate denomination or mint 
series from other iconographic groups, as they appear to have been struck on 
significantly different modules. Comparison of diameter was not made with 
iconographic groups 3-5, owing to the small samples of diameter information.16 
 
Table 4.3 Independent samples t-tests for mean weights of iconographic groups 
Iconographic 
groups 
Levene’s test for homogeneity of 
variances 
Independent samples t-test 
F Sig. t d.f. Sig. 
1 and 2 205.067 0.000 44.965 2193.020s 0.000 
1 and 3 5.875 0.015 -3.913 34.710s 0.000 
1 and 4 6.032 0.014 18.262 36.565s 0.000 
1 and 5 351.343 0.000 -4.032 18.017s 0.001 
s Levene’s test indicated unequal variances, so degrees of freedom were adjusted using Welch-
Satterthwaite method 
 
Table 4.4 Independent samples t-tests for mean diameters of iconographic groups 
Iconographic 
groups 
Levene’s test for homogeneity of 
variances 
Independent samples t-test 
F Sig. t d.f. Sig. 
1 and 2 112.554 0.000 8.747 828s 0.000 
s Levene’s test indicated unequal variances, so degrees of freedom were adjusted using Welch-
Satterthwaite method 
 
Although the main conclusions concerning the metrology of the iconographic groups 
will be drawn from testing our two hypotheses, some descriptive statistics are given 
below for the sample of coins in this main iconographic group. The standard deviation 
and interquartile range for the weight and diameters of sampled coins do not 
necessarily indicate multiple weight standards. For a pre-industrial workshop lacking 
precision manufacturing tools, the production of flans to a single standard within a 
                                                
 
16  Only 13 specimens with diameter data were recorded for main iconographic group 3 and 15 
specimens each for groups 4 and 5. 
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third of a gram and within one millimetre is reasonable. Indeed, such small variation 
of weight and diameter between coins would likely be undetectable in everyday 
usage. 
 
The weights of sampled cornucopia / inscription coins fit a normal distribution (Table 
4.7; Figure 4.1; Figure 4.2).17 A normal distribution around the mean of about 2g 
suggests that deviation from the mean weight is not evidence of multiple weight 
standards, but the natural variation that we would expect from an empirical 
phenomenon that is the result of multiple variables. The decades of manufacture of 
cornucopia / inscription coins would have seen many alloy compositions, mint 
officials, labourers, flan moulds, and manufacturing processes. These would produce 
a normal distribution around the weight standard over time. This gives some grounds 
for viewing the coins of iconographic group 1 as a cohesive series struck to a single 
weight standard. 
 
                                                
 
17 Normal distribution is accepted here from the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test in conjunction with the 
histogram and normal Q-Q plots of weights. On its own, a high p-value (0.149) for the Kolmogorov-
Smirnov test is not enough to accept normal distribution: a high p-value (above 0.05) means that we 
cannot reject that the data is normally distributed. The linearity of the Q-Q plots for Series 1 weight 
compared with the plot for a standard normal population, and the bell-shaped curve of the frequency 
histogram, support our description of sampled cornucopia / inscription coin weights as normally 
distributed around the mean of 1.97g. 
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Table 4.5 Descriptive statistics for weight of iconographic group 1 
 
 
Measure Statistic 
Mean 1.97 
Median 1.97 
Variance 0.15 
Standard deviation 0.39 
Minimum 0.37 
Maximum 3.60 
Range 3.23 
Interquartile range 0.50 
Skewness 0.11 
Kurtosis 0.64 
 
 
Table 4.6 Descriptive statistics for diameter of iconographic group 1 
 
 
Measure 
 
Statistic 
Mean 14.00 
Median 13.86 
Variance 1.441 
Standard deviation 1.20 
Minimum 8.00 
Maximum 17.00 
Range 9.00 
Interquartile range 2.00 
Skewness -0.64 
Kurtosis 2.75 
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Table 4.7 Kolmogorov-Smirnov test for normal distribution of sampled weights in 
iconographic group 1 
Statistic Degrees of freedom Significance (p-value) 
0.019 1634 0.149 
 
 
Figure 4.1 Frequency histogram of sampled weights in iconographic group 1 
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Figure 4.2 Normal Q-Q plots of sampled weights in iconographic group 1 
 
 
4.5.3 Metrology of the subgroups  
The second hypothesis is that the cornucopia / inscriptions subgroups have 
statistically different mean weights and diameters. The five subgroups comprising 
main iconographic group 1 identify the coins by monarchical attribution and 
overstriking (Table 4.2). This allows us to test if each Hasmonaean monarch’s 
cornucopia / inscription coins are separate denominations. We can also test whether 
the Jannaean overstruck and non-overstruck coins comprise separate denominations. 
An independent-samples t-test is used to compare the mean weights and diameters of 
subtypes in Series 1. 
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Table 4.8 Independent samples t-tests for mean weights of subgroups 
Subgroups Levene’s test for homogeneity of 
variances 
Independent samples t-test 
F Sig. t d.f. Sig. 
A and P 2.232  0.135  
 
1.731  
 
1362  
 
0.084  
 
A and A/P 6.218  
 
0.013  
 
1.134 
 
258.148s   
 
0.258 
 
A and U 1.358  
 
0.244  
 
-2.991  
 
727  
 
0.003  
 
A and T 0.959  
 
0.328  
 
-2.438  
 
730  
 
0.015  
 
P and U 2.730  
 
0.099  
 
-3.441  
 
717  
 
0.001  
 
P and A/P 2.299  
 
0.130  
 
0.118  
 
858  
 
0.906  
 
P and T 0.203  
 
0.653  
 
-2.923  
 
720  
 
0.004  
 
U and A/P 4.545  
 
0.034  
 
-3.706 
 
57.255s 
 
0.059 
 
U and T 2.085  
 
0.152  
 
-0.409  
 
85  
 
0.684  
 
A/P and T 0.096  
 
0.758  
 
-2.500  
 
226  
 
0.013  
 
s Levene’s test indicated unequal variances, so degrees of freedom were adjusted using Welch-
Satterthwaite method 
 
The two largest subgroups in iconographic group 1, the 687 coins of Hyrcanus (A) 
and the 677 coins of Jannaeus (P), do not have significantly different mean weights.18 
This is our key finding, as we are unable to say that Hyrcanus and Jannaeus struck 
                                                
 
18 This does not mean that the subgroups have significantly similar mean weights, but only that we 
cannot say the subgroups are from separate populations on the basis of their mean weights. 
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their cornucopia / inscription coins to different weight standards. Moreover, we 
cannot reject that the unattributable cornucopia / inscription coins have the same 
mean weight as the attributed coins of Hyrcanus, Aristobulus, or Jannaeus (non-
overstruck). The unattributable coins are discussed further below. The overstruck 
coins (subgroup T) and were found to have a significantly different mean weight from 
Jannaeus’s and Hyrcanus’s coins of the same type. Moreover, Aristobulus’s coins 
(subgroup U) were found to have significantly different mean weight from Jannaeus 
and Hyrcanus’s coins of the same type. These are the two smallest sample sizes 
among the Series 1 subgroups (42 of Aristobulus; 45 of the overstruck subgroup), so 
further data might clarify the issue. Both have higher mean weights than the coins of 
Jannaeus and Hyrcanus, and there was no significant different between the weights of 
subgroups U and T. 
 
Table 4.9 Independent samples t-tests for mean diameters of cornucopia / inscription 
subgroups 
Subgroups Levene’s test for homogeneity of 
variances 
Independent samples t-test 
F Sig. t d.f. Sig. 
A and P 1.455 0.229 -0.579 233 0.563 
A and A/P 0.001  
 
0.971  
 
-2.612 
 
180   
 
0.010 
 
P and A/P 0.831  
 
0.364  
 
1.922  
 
129  
 
0.057  
 
 
The limited availability of data on coin diameter restricts our ability to compare the 
average diameters of subgroups. Only 6 diameters were recorded for subtype U 
(Aristobulus’s coins) and 12 of subgroup T (the overstruck subgroup), hence these 
have not been tested. The average diameters of subgroups A and P are not statistically 
different. This matches our finding for the mean weights of subgroups A (Hyrcanus) 
and P (Jannaeus), which were not significantly different. These subgroups comprise 
the majority of cornucopia / inscription coins, and hence this is an important 
observation: Hyrcanan and Jannaean coins of this type cannot be distinguished on the 
basis of weight or diameter, and so we are unable to assert different denominations or 
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a metrological reform between the coins of the two rulers. The average diameter of 
Jannaean coins was not statistically significant from the unattributed issues. This 
might indicate that a large proportion of the unattributable coins were actually struck 
by Jannaeus. There was a significant difference between the mean diameter of the A/P 
subgroup (unattributable) and subgroup A (Hyrcanus). 
 
As noted above, we cannot reject that the unattributed coins (subgroup A/P) have a 
significantly different mean weight or diameter from the Jannaean coins (subgroup P). 
This might indicate that, were subgroup A/P coins legible, the majority would be 
Jannaean (subgroup P). It also means that an illegible cornucopia / inscription coin 
was not distinguishable from a legible Jannaean coin of the same design on the basis 
of weight or diameter. The mean weight of the unattributable A/P subgroup is not 
statistically different from the mean weight of the Hyrcanan subgroup. The mean 
diameters of the two subgroups are statistically different. These findings are 
important: if we cannot differentiate illegible and legible coins on the basis of their 
metrology, then it is difficult to argue that monarchical attribution had an effect on 
how coins were used. 
 
The mean weight of Aristobulus’s cornucopia / inscription coins (subgroup U) was 
significantly different from the mean weight of the unidentifiable (A/P) subtype. This 
may be due to our small sample. We recorded 687 Series 1 coins of Hyrcanus and 677 
of Jannaeus, but only 42 of Aristobulus. Moreover, since Aristobulus ruled only a 
year, it is unlikely that many of the unattributable coins (A/P) are Aristobulus issues.  
 
Although the main conclusions concerning the metrology of the subgroups will be 
drawn from testing our two hypotheses, some descriptive statistics are given below 
for the sampled coins in each cornucopia / inscription subgroup. 
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Table 4.10 Descriptive statistics for weights of cornucopia / inscription subgroups 
Subgroup Statistic 
 
 
Number of samples 687 
Mean 1.98 
Median 1.99 
Variance 0.14 
Standard deviation 0.37 
Minimum 0.37 
Maximum 3.36 
Range 2.99 
Interquartile range 0.47 
Skewness -0.08 
Kurtosis 0.96 
 
 
Number of samples 187 
Mean 1.94 
Median 1.96 
Variance 0.18 
Standard deviation 0.43 
Minimum 0.82 
Maximum 3.60 
Range 2.78 
Interquartile range 0.56 
Skewness 0.12 
Kurtosis 0.71 
 
 
Number of samples 677 
Mean 1.94 
Median 1.92 
Variance 0.15 
Standard deviation 0.39 
Minimum 0.79 
Maximum 3.27 
Range 2.48 
Interquartile range 0.51 
Skewness 0.23 
Kurtosis 0.15 
 
A 
P 
A/P 
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Number of samples 45 
Mean 2.12 
Median 2.10 
Variance 0.20 
Standard deviation 0.44 
Minimum 1.27 
Maximum 3.59 
Range 2.32 
Interquartile range 0.58 
Skewness 0.84 
Kurtosis 2.09 
 
 
Number of samples 42 
Mean 2.15 
Median 2.18 
Variance 0.10 
Standard deviation 0.31 
Minimum 1.57 
Maximum 2.78 
Range 1.21 
Interquartile range 0.46 
Skewness 0.12 
Kurtosis -0.36 
A from Yale University Art Gallery (2001.87.11220); A/P from Harvard Art Museums (2008.2.24); P 
from Yale University Art Gallery (1938.6000.1876; wrongly attributed to Hyrcanus); T is author’s own 
photograph and coin; U from Yale University Art Gallery (2001.87.9451) 
 
U 
T 
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Table 4.11 Descriptive statistics for diameters of cornucopia / inscription subgroups 
Subgroup Statistic 
 
 
Number of samples 143 
Mean 13.88 
Median 14.00 
Variance 1.33 
Standard deviation 1.15 
Minimum 8.00 
Maximum 16.00 
Range 8.00 
Interquartile range 2.00 
Skewness -1.50 
Kurtosis 5.44 
 
 
Number of samples 39 
Mean 14.42 
Median 14.30 
Variance 1.15 
Standard deviation 1.07 
Minimum 12.00 
Maximum 17.00 
Range 5.00 
Interquartile range 1.00 
Skewness -0.11 
Kurtosis 0.40 
 
 
Number of samples 92 
Mean 13.97 
Median 14.00 
Variance 1.59 
Standard deviation 1.26 
Minimum 10.00 
Maximum 17.00 
Range 7.00 
Interquartile range 2.00 
Skewness 0.19 
Kurtosis 0.80 
 
A 
A/P 
P 
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Number of samples 12 
Mean 14.97 
Median 15.00 
Variance 0.92 
Standard deviation 0.96 
Minimum 13.00 
Maximum 16.00 
Range 3.00 
Interquartile range 1.85 
Skewness -0.63 
Kurtosis -0.08 
 
 
Number of samples 6 
Mean 13.05 
Median 13.30 
Variance 1.167 
Standard deviation 1.08 
Minimum 11.00 
Maximum 14.00 
Range 3.00 
Interquartile range 1.27 
Skewness -1.74 
Kurtosis 3.39 
A from Yale University Art Gallery (2001.87.11220); A/P from Harvard Art Museums (2008.2.24); P 
from Yale University Art Gallery (1938.6000.1876; wrongly attributed to Hyrcanus); T is author’s own 
photograph and coin; U from Yale University Art Gallery (2001.87.9451) 
 
4.5.4 Evaluation  
We accept our first hypothesis: cornucopia / inscription coins have a different mean 
weight and diameter from the other main iconographic groups. We cannot accept the 
second hypothesis: the cornucopia / inscription subgroups were not found to have 
different mean weights and diameters. On this basis, it seems likely that Hasmonaean 
coins of the cornucopia / inscription type (main iconographic group 1) are a single 
denomination or series. Although collectively the cornucopia / inscription coins have 
a different module from coins of other main iconographic types, most subgroups 
cannot be distinguished on the basis of module. Hence, for our reconstruction of 
Judaean monetary exchange, I identify the cornucopia / inscription coins as ‘Series 1’. 
Coins of Series 1 have a 1.97g mean weight and 14mm mean diameter. This appears 
T 
U 
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to be the basic modular denomination of the Judaean monetary system under the 
Hasmonaeans.  
 
Among the most interesting findings was the observation that the mean weight and 
mean diameter of the two largest subgroups by sample size, the coins of Jannaeus 
(subgroup P) and Hyrcanus (subgroup A), were not significantly different. This means 
that we cannot say that traders were able to use the coins’ size or weight to 
differentiate issues from the two kings. It is unlikely that forensic examination of the 
Palaeo-Hebrew inscription was used for accounting purposes during exchange, and 
therefore cornucopia / inscription coins from both kings were probably used together. 
A second interesting finding was the observation that the unattributed subgroup 
(subgroup A/P) did not have a significantly different mean weight from attributed 
Hyrcanus and Jannaeus issues. This further indicates that we cannot identify 
monarchical epithet as a likely distinguishing factor of denominations. In brief, I 
suggest that Series 1 coins formed a basic c. 2g / 14mm unit of account in the 
Hasmonaean period. 
 
4.6 Anchor / star (main iconographic group 2) 
4.6.1 Iconography of the group 
This iconographic group contains all the coins of the anchor / star type. The anchor is 
encircled by the inscription ΑΛΕΞΑΝΔΡΟΥ ΒΑΣΙΛΕΩΣ. Some specimens lack the 
Greek inscription or have much of the inscription struck off-flan. The star is 
sometimes encircled with a Palaeo-Hebrew inscription ךלמה ןתנוהי dispersed in various 
configurations between the rays, or with an Aramaic inscription that is frequently 
illegible, off-flan, and fragmentary.  
 
Most coin catalogues and site reports distinguish between at least two types of anchor 
/ star coin. Coins with a Palaeo-Hebrew inscription, a diadem around the star, and 
dotted border around the anchor are differentiated from those with an Aramaic 
inscription, a date, a dotted border around the star, and solid border around the 
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anchor.19 In addition, many make a distinction between two varieties of the Aramaic 
coins: first those that are well struck with clear inscriptions and a visible date (TJC 
L1-6), and second those that are poorly struck and lack one or both of the inscription 
and date (TJC L7-17).20 Generally, among scholarship that makes this distinction, the 
Palaeo-Hebrew coins are dated earlier. The Aramaic issues are seen as a ‘progressive’ 
(Shachar) derivation, and the crudest anchor/ star coins are seen as Jannaeus’s final 
output, imitations, or coins of a successor.21  
 
It is indisputable that anchor / star coins can be divided into two groups: those with an 
anchor in a dotted border with Palaeo-Hebrew script (our subgroup K), and those with 
anchor in a solid border with Aramaic script (our subgroup L). We noted the three 
large Jannaean hoards (§3.9.1.1; §3.9.1.2; §3.9.1.3) almost exclusively comprise one 
of the subgroups (subgroup L in the Mount Ophel hoard; subgroup K in the Jaffa and 
Khirbet Mazin hoards). This may give grounds for considering the subgroups as 
separate production issues: were they produced concurrently, we might have expected 
a mixed circulatory snapshot in the hoards. However, we should be cautious before 
transposing this division into a meaningful category of denominations or accounting 
units. The date and inscriptions are struck on anchor / star coins sporadically, and 
often with missing letters or imitative scripts. The wide range of variance on this coin 
type makes a simple, bipartite division difficult to apply to many issues.22  
 
                                                
 
19 Ariel and Hirschfeld stress variance in the dotted or solid border as the key feature distinguishing the 
two types of anchor / star coin, since inscriptions on these coins are frequently missing or 
indecipherable. Ariel and Hirschfeld (2005), 83.  
20 E.g., Ariel (2006), 192; Regev distinguishes between ‘original and crude versions’ (Regev: 2013, 
218) of the Aramaic anchor coins; Hendin separates the ‘late, poor anchor/ star coins… [or] degraded 
prutot’ (Hendin: 2013, 261) from better struck specimens (i.e., GBC 1152 and 1153); Shachar describes 
the ‘degenerative, crude copies or imitations’ (Shachar: 2004, 7) as discrete from the original Aramaic 
anchor / star coins. 
21 Shachar (2004), 7; Hendin and Shachar (2008), 88; Ariel (2006), 192; Ariel and Hirschfeld (2004), 
86. 
22 This point is raised by Ariel and Hirschfeld and noted by Hendin as a reason for grouping all anchor 
/ star coins as a single denomination regardless of their weight: Ariel and Hirschfeld (2004); Hendin 
(2013), 261. 
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I reject division of subgroup L into further tranches based on so-called ‘crude’ 
features. This has created a category of taxonomic last resort. 23  This ‘drip pan’ 
category of degenerative anchor / star coins owes itself to collectors’ desire to 
categorise coinage, and is not especially useful for political economic analysis. 
Analytically robust cataloguing of Hasmonaean coinage should not be based on the 
comparison of currently known issues: rather, typological reasons should be found 
that are external from the coins. Failure to do so creates a subjective system. The 
arbitrary nature of the ‘crude’ subgroup is illustrated below (Figure 4.3). Both coins 
appear crude: they are struck on unfinished flans with unclear iconography and no 
inscriptions. Yet the lower coin is much clearer than the upper coin, and we might 
query the taxonomic utility of grouping these together. 
 
  
  
Figure 4.3 Two ‘crude’ TJC L7-17 Series 2 coins 
Upper image American Numismatic Society (1944.100.62704) / lower image Yale University Art 
Gallery (2001.87.11214) 
 
                                                
 
23 E.g., Meshorer’s TJC L1-6 and his ‘crude’ L7-17 group; Hendin’s GBC 1152 and his ‘crude’ 1153 
group; Shachar’s Type 5 and his ‘degenerative, crude’ Type 7. 
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4.6.2 Metrology of the group 
The first hypothesis is that the mean weight and diameter of iconographic group 2 is 
different from the other main iconographic groups. We use an independent samples t-
test to test this hypothesis. The mean weight of anchor / star coins was found to be 
significantly different from the mean weight of iconographic groups 1, 3 and 5 at the 
0.05 significance level (Table 4.12). The mean weight of anchor / star coins was not 
found to be significantly different from the mean weight of group 4 coins (flower / 
palm coins) (Table 4.12). The mean diameter of iconographic group 2 was found to 
be significantly different from the mean weight of the cornucopia / inscription coins 
(iconographic group 1) at the 0.05 significance level (Table 4.13). The small sample 
of diameters for the other main iconographic groups prevented further testing of this 
hypothesis. On the basis of the significantly different weight and diameter of anchor / 
star coins, we might have some grounds for identifying anchor / star coins as a 
separate denomination or a discrete productive issue. 
 
Table 4.12 Independent samples t-tests for mean weights of iconographic groups 
Iconographic 
groups 
Levene’s test for homogeneity of 
variances 
Independent samples t-test 
F Sig. t d.f. Sig. 
2 and 1 205.067 0.000 44.965 2193.020s 0.000 
2 and 3 1.083 0.298 -11.495 1416 0.000 
2 and 4 14.881 0.000 0.757 42.602s 0.453 
2 and 5 93.226 0.000 -6.065 18.056s 0.000 
s Levene’s test indicated unequal variances, so degrees of freedom were adjusted using Welch-
Satterthwaite method 
 
Table 4.13 Independent samples t-tests for mean diameters of iconographic groups 
Iconographic 
groups 
Levene’s test for homogeneity of 
variances 
Independent samples t-test 
F Sig. t d.f. Sig. 
2 and 1 112.554 0.000 8.747 828s 0.000 
s Levene’s test indicated unequal variances, so degrees of freedom were adjusted using Welch-
Satterthwaite method 
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Descriptive statistics for the anchor / star coins (main iconographic group 2) are given 
below. The high standard deviation and interquartile range of sampled weights and 
diameters relative to cornucopia / inscription coins might suggest no single standard 
for the group. The sampled coin weights do not a fit a normal distribution (see below 
frequency histogram, normal Q-Q plots, and a Kolmogorov-Smirnov test for 
normality: Figure 4.4; Figure 4.5; Figure 4.6). We might have expected a normal 
distribution if coins of the anchor / star type were struck al marco to a single weight 
standard. A physical variable that is the result of many inputs tends to form a normal 
distribution, such as sampled coin weights being the result varying alloy composition, 
mint workers, measurement methods and the al marco process. Alternatively, there is 
a natural boundary in our data at 0.10-0.20g, below which flans cannot exist. Indeed, 
the skewness value of sampled weights (1.34) and the lower median than the mean 
indicate that the sample includes some particularly heavy specimens. This might 
explain the absence of a normal distribution.  
 
Table 4.14 Descriptive statistics for weight of anchor / star iconographic group 
 
 
Measure 
 
Statistic 
Mean 1.09 
Median 0.96 
Variance 0.40 
Standard deviation 0.64 
Minimum 0.08 
Maximum 4.56 
Range 4.48 
Interquartile range 0.72 
Skewness 1.34 
Kurtosis 2.15 
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Table 4.15 Descriptive statistics for diameter of anchor / star iconographic group 
 
 
Measure 
 
Statistic 
Mean 12.85 
Median 13.00 
Variance 4.32 
Standard deviation 2.08 
Minimum 6.00 
Maximum 19.00 
Range 13.00 
Interquartile range 3.00 
Skewness -0.05 
Kurtosis -0.27 
 
Figure 4.4 Frequency histogram of anchor / star group weights  
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Figure 4.5 Normal Q-Q plots of anchor / star group weights 
 
 
Figure 4.6 Kolmogorov-Smirnov test for normal distribution of weights in Series 2 
Statistic Degrees of freedom Significance (p value) 
0.126 1383 0.000 
 
 
4.6.3 Metrology of the subgroups 
We have discussed (§4.6.1) how Jannaeus’s anchor / star issues are commonly 
divided into those with Palaeo-Hebrew script and a dotted border around the anchor 
(TJC K), and those with Aramaic script and a solid border around the anchor (TJC L). 
This forms the basis for our attribution of anchor / star coins to either subgroup K or 
L. There were some specimens in our database that could not be attributed to either 
subgroup. This is usually because publications did not describe the coin in sufficient 
detail. In other cases, the coins were unclear upon inspection. 56 coins in our database 
were assigned to an uncertain K/L subgroup. 
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Table 4.16 Independent samples t-tests for mean weights of anchor / star subgroups 
Subgroups Levene’s test for homogeneity of 
variances 
Independent samples t-test 
f Sig. t d.f. Sig. 
K and L 184.793  0.000 
 
24.967  393.164s  0.000 
 
K and K/L 1.939  0.165   -8.455  381  0.000 
L and K/L 24.076  0.000 
 
1.930  57.255s    
 
0.059 
s Levene’s test indicated unequal variances, so degrees of freedom were adjusted using Welch-
Satterthwaite method 
 
Table 4.17 Independent samples t-tests for mean diameters of anchor / star subgroups 
Subgroups Levene’s test for homogeneity of 
variances 
Independent samples t-test 
F Sig. t d.f. Sig. 
K and L 10.142 0.002 19.220 358.788s 0.000 
K and K/L 17.734  
 
0.000  
 
-9.590 
 
69.517s 
 
0.000 
 
L and K/L 3.862  
 
0.050  
 
0.480  
 
389  
 
0.631  
 
s Levene’s test indicated unequal variances, so degrees of freedom were adjusted using Welch-
Satterthwaite method 
 
The mean weight of subgroup K was found to be significantly different from the 
mean weight of subgroup L at the 0.05 significance level (Table 4.16). The mean 
diameter of subgroup K was found to be significantly different from the mean weight 
of subgroup L at the 0.05 significance level (Table 4.17). This might indicate the 
variation in script indicates two denominations. Alternatively, there may have been a 
change in the mint’s productive specifications of coin modules at the point of issuing 
the new subgroup. 
 
The mean weight and mean diameter of the Greek subgroup (K) were found to be 
significantly different from the unidentified K/L subgroup at the 0.05 significance 
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level. The mean weight and mean diameter of the Aramaic subgroup (L) were not 
found to be significantly different from the unidentified K/L subgroup at the 0.05 
significance level. This might indicate that the majority of coins which cannot be 
identified as either K or L, or which do not have their subgroup recorded in 
publications, are actually subgroup L. This is plausible, as subgroup L is more 
common than subgroup K (1000 of subgroup L and 327 of subgroup K were recorded 
for our database). Hence, it is reasonable that most publications’ unspecified anchor / 
star coins (i.e., subgroup K/L) are actually subgroup L.  
 
Descriptive statistics are given below for the weights and diameters of the three 
anchor / star subgroups (Table 4.18 and Table 4.19). The standard deviation and 
interquartile range of weights and diameters of the subgroups are relatively large 
when compared with the cornucopia / inscription subgroups. The wider range of 
weights and diameters might indicate that the production of anchor / star coins was 
less regulated or controlled than the production of the cornucopia / inscription type. 
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Table 4.18 Descriptive statistics for weights of anchor / star subgroups 
 
 
Type Statistic 
 
 
 
Number of samples 327 
Mean 1.84 
Median 1.78 
Variance 0.47 
Standard deviation 0.68 
Minimum 0.42 
Maximum 4.56 
Range 4.14 
Interquartile range 0.97 
Skewness 0.60 
Kurtosis 0.26 
 
 
 
Number of samples 56 
Mean 1.01 
Median 0.91 
Variance 0.39 
Standard deviation 0.63 
Minimum 0.21 
Maximum 3.04 
Range 2.83 
Interquartile range 0.66 
Skewness 1.45 
Kurtosis 1.90 
 Number of samples 1000 
Mean 0.85 
Median 0.81 
Variance 0.14 
Standard deviation 0.38 
Minimum 0.08 
Maximum 2.46 
Range 2.38 
Interquartile range 0.50 
Skewness 0.64 
Kurtosis 0.59 
K 
K from Yale University Art Gallery (2001.87.13370); K/L from Yale University Art Gallery 
(2001.87.9449); L from American Numismatic Society (1999.32.46) 
 
K/L 
L 
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Table 4.19 Descriptive statistics for diameters of anchor / star subgroups 
 
 
 
Type Statistic 
 
 
 
Number of samples 147 
Mean 14.88 
Median 15.00 
Variance 1.75 
Standard deviation 1.32 
Minimum 10.00 
Maximum 19.00 
Range 9.00 
Interquartile range 2.00 
Skewness -0.06 
Kurtosis 1.12 
 
 
 
Number of samples 54 
Mean 11.98 
Median 12.00 
Variance 4.28 
Standard deviation 2.07 
Minimum 8.00 
Maximum 17.00 
Range 9.00 
Interquartile range 3.00 
Skewness 0.38 
Kurtosis -0.23 
 Number of samples 337 
Mean 12.10 
Median 12.00 
Variance 3.00 
Standard deviation 1.73 
Minimum 6.00 
Maximum 17.00 
Range 11.00 
Interquartile range 2.00 
Skewness -0.08 
Kurtosis 0.34 
K from Yale University Art Gallery (2001.87.13370); K/L from Yale University Art Gallery 
(2001.87.9449); L from American Numismatic Society (1999.32.46) 
 
K 
K/L 
L 
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4.6.4 Evaluation 
We accept our first hypothesis: anchor / star coins (main iconographic group 2) have a 
different mean weight and diameter from the main iconographic groups 1, 3 and 5. 
The mean weight of anchor / star coins was not found to be significantly different 
from the mean weight of main iconographic group 4. From this, we might suggest that 
anchor / star coins are a separate denomination from the cornucopia / inscription coins 
of Series 1. At the same time, the relatively large range of weights and diameters of 
sampled anchor / star coins means that it is difficult to identify a single modular 
standard for iconographic group 2. Indeed, the weights of sampled anchor / star coins 
do not fit a normal distribution, as we noted for the weights of sampled cornucopia / 
inscription coins. 
 
We accept our second hypothesis for subgroups K (Greek) and L (Aramaic). These 
subgroups were found to have a significantly different mean weight and diameter. 
This indicates that the coins of the anchor / star main iconographic group cannot be 
viewed as a single modular denomination. This might mean that the two subgroups 
are different denominations, since the coins have different modules. However, while 
the subgroups have different mean weights and diameters, it is difficult to identify a 
single weight or diameter standard for the two subgroups. The range and variance of 
sampled modules was larger for subgroups K and L than any cornucopia / inscription 
subgroup.  
 
We could not accept our second hypothesis for subgroups K/L and L. The 
unidentifiable K/L subgroup was not found to have a significantly different weight 
and diameter from subgroup L. It may be that a majority of unidentifiable anchor / 
star coins (subgroup K/L) are actually from subgroup L. We noted that this is 
plausible: subgroup L was the most commonly sampled subgroup, and hence where 
archaeological reports do not offer details on an anchor / star specimen, they are likely 
referring to a coin of subgroup L, rather than of subgroup K. 
 
We have noted that there is some logic in suggesting that Jannaeus initially struck his 
cornucopia / inscription coins (Series 1), which continue the design of his 
predecessors. He subsequently introduced a new anchor / star design. Indeed, some of 
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these are dated to the final years of his reign (79 BCE). Some evidence for this was 
raised in discussion of the hoards (§3.9). The metrological data is consistent with this 
picture. My theory is that Jannaeus initially struck a single unit of bronze coinage of 
approximately 2g / 14mm (Series 1). This followed the design and standard of the 
coins of Jannaeus’s predecessors. During Jannaeus’s reign, a new anchor / star type 
replaced Series 1. At this point, the modular standard of the bronze unit was reduced, 
being only nominally struck around 1g / 13mm. By this theory, I propose that anchor / 
star coins are collectively identified as ‘Series 2’. Series 2 comprises an iterative 
debasement of the Series 1 standard, with subtype L perhaps revealing how the 
standard hit a floor around 0.87g. 
 
4.7 Anchor / flower (main iconographic group 3) 
 
Yale University Art Gallery (2002.121.50) 
 
The combination of an anchor and flower forms a discrete main iconographic group. 
The relation of this main iconographic group to Series 1 and 2 is problematic. That 
they are all struck in Jannaeus’s name and show an anchor might support inclusion 
with main Series 2. However, this type of coin constitutes the majority of the types 
overstruck with the Series 1 design to produce subgroup T.  
 
We accept our first hypothesis for the anchor / flower main iconographic group. The 
mean weight of sampled anchor / flower coins was found to be significantly different 
from the mean weight of all other main iconographic groups at the 0.05 significance 
level (Table 4.20). This might indicate that anchor / flower coins are a separate 
modular denomination, since they do not share similar modules or iconography with 
other Hasmonaean coins. However, another plausible explanation might be that 
anchor / flower coins were demonetised, and therefore circulated only briefly if at all. 
Demonetisation would provide some explanation for their overstriking with the more 
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frequent cornucopia / inscription type. It also offers some explanation for their 
significantly different mean weight from other coin types, which is the highest of our 
bronze coins (2.33g). If these coins did not circulate for long, their average weight 
would be higher than coins that did circulate, since they would not have been worn. 
We can only speculate as to the reasons for their withdrawal from circulation, but 
their distinct module and overstriking indicates these cannot be included with Series 1 
or 2. 
 
Table 4.20 Independent samples t-tests for mean weights of iconographic groups 
Iconographic 
groups 
Levene’s test for homogeneity of 
variances 
Independent samples t-test 
F Sig. t d.f. Sig. 
3 and 1 5.875 0.015 -3.913 34.710s 0.000 
3 and 2 1.083 0.298 -
11.495 
1416 0.000 
3 and 4 7.689 0.007 12.177 51.668s 0.000 
1 and 5 24.895 0.000 -3.110 19.700s 0.006 
s Levene’s test indicated unequal variances, so degrees of freedom were adjusted using Welch-
Satterthwaite method 
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Table 4.21 Descriptive statistics for weights of iconographic group 3 
Measure Statistic 
Number of samples 35 
Mean 2.33 
Median 2.22 
Variance 0.31 
Standard deviation 0.55 
Minimum 1.36 
Maximum 4.33 
Range 2.97 
Interquartile range 0.61 
Skewness 1.47 
Kurtosis 4.09 
 
Table 4.22 Descriptive statistics for diameters of iconographic group 3 
Measure Statistic 
Number of samples 15 
Mean 14.59 
Median 15.00 
Variance 0.67 
Standard deviation 0.82 
Minimum 13.00 
Maximum 15.60 
Range 2.60 
Interquartile range 1.00 
Skewness -0.99 
Kurtosis 0.00 
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4.8 Flower / palm (iconographic group 4) 
 
Yale University Art Gallery (2001.87.11219) 
 
We accept our first hypothesis for the flower / palm type iconographic group to the 
extent that we found the mean weight of flower / palm coins to be significantly 
different from the mean weight of cornucopia / inscription and anchor / flower coins 
at the 0.05 significance level (Table 4.23). We cannot accept our hypothesis that the 
mean weight of flower / palm coins is significantly different from the mean weight of 
anchor / star coins. This indicates that iconographic group 4 might be a separate 
modular denomination from Series 1, although we cannot reject that the flower / palm 
module is different from the module of Series 2. While it is possible that this coin is a 
half-unit of the main Series 1 denomination, it is perhaps more preferable to see this 
group as a brief, reduced module issue of the c. 2g / 14mm denomination of Series 1 
(discussed in the following chapter). More samples are needed to be certain. 
 
Table 4.23 Independent samples t-tests for mean weights of iconographic groups 
Iconographic 
groups 
Levene’s test for homogeneity of 
variances 
Independent samples t-test 
F Sig. t d.f. Sig. 
4 and 1 6.032 0.014 18.262 36.565s 0.000 
4 and 2 14.881 0.000 0.757 42.602s 0.453 
4 and 3 7.689 0.007 12.177 51.668s 0.000 
4 and 5 39.840 0.000 -6.121 18.473s 0.000 
s Levene’s test indicated unequal variances, so degrees of freedom were adjusted using Welch-
Satterthwaite method 
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Table 4.24 Descriptive statistics for weights of coins in iconographic group 4 
Measure Statistic 
Number of samples 35 
Mean 1.05 
Median 1.00 
Variance 0.09 
Standard deviation 0.29 
Minimum 0.27 
Maximum 1.93 
Range 1.66 
Interquartile range 0.27 
Skewness 0.71 
Kurtosis 2.66 
 
Table 4.25 Descriptive statistics for diameters of coins in main iconographic group 4 
Measure Statistic 
Number of samples 15 
Mean 10.89 
Median 11.00 
Variance 0.88 
Standard deviation 0.94 
Minimum 10.00 
Maximum 12.75 
Range 2.75 
Interquartile range 2.00 
Skewness 0.62 
Kurtosis -0.86 
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4.9 Lead coins (subgroup M) 
 
 ‘Ancient Resource’ (SKU: PM2257) 
 
The small sample (19) limits our ability to test our hypotheses. These coins are 
assigned to their own series because they are made from lead. Inclusion with Series 2, 
with which this series shares an anchor design, could introduce bias to our testing. It 
is not clear that the Hasmonaean mint controlled for the differing weight of lead 
compared to copper alloy. If these coins were emergency issues, issued on campaign 
away from the usual mint, it is possible that they were not produced to comparable 
standards as bronze coins. Indeed, it is not even certain that these were used as coins. 
This group shows the largest weight range and standard deviation of our Hasmonaean 
coin series, and it is difficult to see a single modular standard.  
 
Table 4.26 Descriptive statistics for weights of coins in main iconographic group 3 
Measure Statistic 
Number of samples 19 
Mean 3.71 
Median 3.91 
Variance 3.55 
Standard deviation 1.88 
Minimum 0.270 
Maximum 7.01 
Range 6.74 
Interquartile range 3.06 
Skewness -0.43 
Kurtosis -0.54 
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Table 4.27 Descriptive statistics for diameters of coins in main iconographic group 3 
Measure Statistic 
Number of samples 13 
Mean 15.25 
Median 16.70 
Variance 11.65 
Standard deviation 3.41 
Minimum 9.40 
Maximum 19.00 
Range 9.60 
Interquartile range 5.15 
Skewness -1.11 
Kurtosis -0.30 
 
4.10 Conclusion: a model of monetary exchange in Judaea 
4.10.1 Series and denominations 
We observed how almost all the sampled coins belong to iconographic groups 1 
(cornucopia / inscription) and 2 (anchor / star). However, we should be cautious in 
seeing this as representative of the quantities in which each type was struck. After 
considering the metrology of these main iconographic groups, we termed the 
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cornucopia / inscription coins as Series 1 and the anchor / star coins as Series 2.24 I 
suggest that Series 1 comprises the basic unit of Hasmonaean bronze exchange. Series 
1 was struck by Hyrcanus, Aristobulus, and Jannaeus. It was produced to an 
approximate 2g / 14mm standard. There is no evidence that a substantial number of 
coins of the cornucopia / inscription design were struck to another standard. All coins 
of Series 1 are therefore likely to be a single denomination. To assert otherwise would 
require evidence of a method other than module and design by which coin users could 
have differentiated denominations within Series 1. 
 
The production of Series 2 introduces a new type and new module to the system of 
bronze accounting. The 2g / 14mm module of Series 1 was reduced with the issue of 
Series 2. Series 2, which comprises all coins of the anchor / star design, are not 
produced on the same 2g / 14mm module as Series 1. No single weight / diameter 
standard is apparent for Series 2. Series 2 is characterised by a larger variation of 
weight and diameter around the mean than Series 1. Moreover, our Series 2 sample 
does not fall into a normal distribution around its mean weight (1.09g). I suggest that 
Jannaeus’s mint reduced the modular standard of bronze currency upon producing 
Series 2 or gradually over the course of minting Series 2. It seems that the 1.97g / 
14mm module of Series 1 comes to be struck only nominally around 1g / 13mm, with 
a considerable proportion of issues on much smaller flans. We noted in discussion of 
                                                
 
24 In using the term ‘series’, I follow the system used to organise Ptolemaic coinage by Olivier Picard 
Thomas Faucher. Assessing the structure of Ptolemaic coinage, they have argued for an organisational 
system that assembles coins into series rather than regnal types. Each series is distinguished by a 
reform to the units of account, denominations, and adaptions to types and symbols. Hence, the 
beginning of each series refers to a mutation in the monetised exchange system, and not to the dates of 
a monarch or artistic variance. To distinguish series, Picard and Faucher use images, module and 
relative chronology, before determining a coin’s place within the series. Picard defends this 
organisational methodology: ‘les séries monétaires [sont] séparées par des mutations qui ne 
correspondent généralement pas (et peut-être jamais) à un changement de règne… Ces mutations se 
signalent par des modifications des types… ainsi que des poids et des modules, sans parler de 
l’évolution du style’ (Picard: 2005, 88-89). Olivier Picard and Thomas Faucher, ‘Les monnaies 
lagides’, in Les monnaies des fouilles du Centre d’Études Alexandrines: les monnayages de bronze à 
Alexandrie de la conquête d’Alexandre à l’Égypte moderne, ed. Olivier Picard et al., Études 
Alexandrines 26 (Cairo: Centre d’Études Alexandrines, 2012); Picard (2005), 88-89. 
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Hasmonaean coin hoards (§3.9) that a relative dating of the cornucopia / inscription 
type before the anchor / star type is probable. Hence, Jannaeus seems to have ended 
production of the Series 1 bronzes and introduced Series 2 together with a reduction 
of the module. This is not implausible when put in regional context. In the following 
chapter, we note that the reduction of the basic 2g chalkous or bronze unit occurs 
across the Hellenistic Near East around the turn of the first century.  
 
Jannaeus’s Series 2 might have been a response to military pressure or inflation. Both 
of these would have required an increased coin output, which a reduction in the 
bronze modular standard would have allowed. That is to say, by approximately 
halving the weight of the bronze unit, Jannaeus doubled the value of coins that could 
be produced from a given quantity of bronze, so long as the face value of Series 2 
kept parity with Series 1. Indeed, the hoards considered in §3.9 did not indicate the 
simultaneous minting of Series 1 and Series 2 bronzes. The three largest hoards 
(Mount Ophel, Jaffa, and Khirbet Mazin) almost exclusively contained Series 2 
issues. For this reason, together with the many parallel instances of bronze module 
reduction in other Hellenistic monetary systems (chapter 5 below), I propose that 
Series 2 is a reduced module issue of the single unit denomination of Series 1. 
 
To put this together: I suggest that Judaean monetary exchange operated with a single 
modular denomination of c. 2g / 14mm, which was struck for the majority of the 
Hasmonaean period. I term this Series 1. The following chapter will show that this 
basic unit, or chalkous, is consistent with the base unit of bronze coinage across the 
Near East in the second and first centuries BCE. During Jannaeus’s reign, Series 1 
was replaced with Series 2. This series introduced new iconography and reduced the 
c. 2g / 14mm module of Series 1. Control of weight and diameter was loosened or 
abandoned, and bronze coinage came to be only nominally struck in a broader range 
around 1g / 13mm. Although certainty on this issue is impossible, in the absence of 
other explanations it seems probable that this reduced module continued as the same 
unit or denomination of Series 1. An alternative explanation is that Series 2 was a 
half-unit: however, hoards to not indicate their simultaneous minting and there are no 
comparable bipartite denomination structures using 1g and 2g modules in Jannaeus’s 
time (chapter 5). Crucially, Series 2 does not appear to have been struck to a single 
standard: the variance of recorded weights and the range of sampled weights and 
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diameters does not evince a systematic production of a half-unit. As will be noted in 
chapter 5 below, the reduction of the basic unit of bronze accounting in the face of 
military, political, and economic pressure occurs in Hellenistic kingdoms 
contemporary with Jannaeus.  
 
We recorded small numbers of coins that could not be identified with the cornucopia / 
inscription or anchor / star iconographic groups. Together, these coins constitute only 
0.03% of our sample of Hasmonaean coinage. Iconographic group 3 comprises 35 
coins of the anchor / flower type. Many coins of this iconographic type were 
overstruck with the cornucopia / inscription type (subgroup T). The module of these 
non-overstruck anchor / flower coins was found to be significantly different from the 
other main iconographic groups. This is most plausibly explained if this group 
circulated only briefly, as would be suggested by their higher mean weight. 
Iconographic group 4 comprises 35 coins of a flower / palm design. Two possibilities 
were raised for their place in Judaean monetary exchange. It is possible that they 
represent a half-unit of the Series 1 modular denomination, or that this was a brief 
issue of reduced weight / diameter coins of the same denomination. This latter 
explanation is my preferred explanation, reflecting a process noted in other 
Hellenistic bronze monetary systems, as noted in the following chapter. Finally, we 
described 19 lead coins (subgroup M), which are excluded from comparison with 
bronze coins on the basis of their different metal. We cannot be certain that they were 
used as coins, or that the mint controlled their weight. Our sample included a wide 
range of weights and diameters. A summary of this reconstruction is offered in Table 
4.28. 
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Table 4.28 Summary of Hasmonaean coin series 
Series TJC types Descriptive summary 
1 Hyrcanus TJC A, B, 
D, E, F, G, I)  
Aristobulus TJC U 
Jannaeus TJC P, Q, R, 
S, T 
Illegible / unclear 
Coins struck by at least three rulers with the cornucopia 
/ inscription type on an approximate 2g / 14mm 
module. The mean weight of coins in this series is 
1.97g (median 1.97g); and the mean diameter is 
14.00mm (median 13.86mm). The mean weight and 
diameter of Hyrcanus’s subgroup (A) and Jannaeus’s 
subgroup (P) were not found to be significantly 
different. I propose Series 1 as the basic bronze unit of 
Judaean monetary exchange under the Hasmonaeans.  
2 Jannaeus TJC K, L 
Unclear K or L 
Series 2 is marked by the introduction of new 
iconography and the reduction of the Series 1 module. 
This series comprises the anchor / star coins struck by 
Jannaeus. It is distinguished from Series 1 by its type, 
script, and average weight and diameter. Coins of the 
anchor / star type have a larger variance and range of 
weights and diameters than Series 1, which makes 
identification of a single modular standard difficult. 
The module may have been reduced over the course of 
production of Series 2, until only nominally struck in a 
broader range around 1g / 13mm. The mean weight is 
1.09g (median 0.96g) and the mean diameter is 
12.85mm (median 13mm). 
3 Jannaeus TJC N The anchor / flower coins struck in Jannaeus’s name 
are not included in Series 1 or 2. Many were overstruck 
(TJC T). Coins of this type that were not overstruck 
may have been demonetised, never circulated, were lost 
early after striking, or came to be used for some other 
purpose. This subgroup had a higher mean weight than 
the other subgroups. 
4 Hyrcanus TJC C, J 
 
Jannaeus TJC O 
The rare flower / palm coins struck by Hyrcanus and 
Jannaeus may be a half-unit of Series 1 or a reduced 
module issue of the Series 1 denomination. More 
samples are needed: only 4 examples could be found 
for Jannaeus for this thesis’ database. 
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4.10.2 The nature of the Hasmonaean monetary economy 
The statistical work in this chapter has shown that Jannaeus struck a single 
denomination of low value bronze, which was approximately equal to a chalkous.25 
By extension, if we accept as discussed that the foremost purpose of coinage was the 
disbursement of state payments, then we are led to observe that Jannaeus either chose 
or was compelled to make his state payments with a low denomination coin. 
Moreover, I have suggested that this chalkous seems to have undergone some 
reduction of weight and module over the course of Jannaeus’s reign, from about 2g 
and 14mm to closer to 1g and 12mm. We might now ask what this indicates about the 
functioning of the Judaean economy during Jannaeus’s reign. 
 
First, we might question the importance of bronze coinage to Jannaeus’s kingdom and 
the Hasmonaean economy in the second and first centuries. Without literary records, 
it is difficult to be certain on this point. However, two observations indicate that the 
role of coinage was probably not incidental: by which I mean, the balance of evidence 
suggests that bronze coins were not limited to specialist scenarios and were not 
apparently the preserve of a single region or group of users. First, as we observed 
earlier in the chapter, Jannaeus produced a comparatively large amount of coinage: 
his productive output is estimated to have been about five times as great as the that of 
Herod, and Jannaean coin finds in Israel outnumber the Ptolemaic, Seleucid and 
autonomous Phoenician finds in Israel combined.26 Second, the circulation of these 
issues appears to have been widely distributed across Israel. Although final deposition 
need not indicate the areas of circulation, Syon’s depositional study of 254 sites in 
Judaea suggests that significant quantities of Hasmonaean coinage, comparative to 
                                                
 
25 Olivier Picard identifies the chalkous as a basic unit of 1.00-2.50/3.00g. He hypothesises that the 
chalkous was brought to the Hellenistic East by the Macedonians, where it operated as the basic unit of 
Hellenistic monetary systems, including that of the Seleucids. Imhoof-Blumer identifies an 
abbreviation for χαλκοῦς on a fourth-century bronze coin of Clazomenae of 1.30g and 11mm, which 
displays an abbreviated ethnic within a cross or ‘χ’ (see also ANS 1944.100.45936). The chalkous is 
frequently the first coin struck by issuing authorities and remains the fundamental and smallest unit, 
with denominations subsequently struck as modular multiples. Picard (1998), 10-2; Friedrich Imhoof-
Blumer, ‘Griechische Münzen’, NC 15 (1895): 285; Marcellesi (2010), 255–72. 
26 Ariel and Fontanille (2011), 157; Berlin (2013), 164. 
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contemporaneous producers, were distributed outside Jerusalem and, of particular 
interest to his study, circulated widely in Galilee. On this, Syon notes that 
Hasmonaean bronze ‘considerably reduced the demand for the bronze coinages of 
Akko-Ptolemais and Tyre’ in his study area. 27  Although Syon remarks that a 
numismatic database makes for a poor indicator of settlement dynamics, he does use 
his distributional study to, in his words, ‘pinpoint the boundaries of the Hasmonean 
state with its neighbours with reasonable accuracy’ and, moreover, to argue for an 
ethnic and religious preference for Hasmonaean coins at these sites.28  
 
I am hesitant to identify ethnic and religious preferences for coins. This assumes a 
level of acquaintance with the perceptions of ethnicity among the subject people that 
would attract caution even were we discussing modern society and contemporary 
ethnic identities.29 I find Milton Moreland’s conclusion more plausible: namely, that 
the widespread circulation of Hasmonaean bronzes in Galilean territories, for 
example, reveals that ‘the Hasmoneans had become the de-facto administrators of the 
region and Galilee had been subsumed economically within greater “Judea”… [but] 
reveal little about the exact types of cultural assimilation in the Late Hellenistic 
period’.30 Similarly, Jonathan Reed, Aryeh Kasher and Andrea Berlin have all argued 
that coin distribution under the Hasmonaeans indicates that regions such as Galilee 
were brought into the Hasmonaean economic sphere (Reed and Kasher) and the 
entrance of users into the Hasmonaean political, legal and economic remit (Berlin).31 
 
If, as I think reasonable, we are to side with the above scholars in so far as the 
regional spread and depth of distribution of Jannaean bronzes are not haphazard but 
                                                
 
27 Syon and Holzman (2015), 105, 160-1. 
28 Syon and Holzman (2015), 243, 151, 244.  
29 Butcher (2007), 147-53. 
30  Moreland, Milton. ‘The Inhabitants of Galilee in the Hellenistic and Early Roman Periods’ in 
Religion, Ethnicity, and Identity in Ancient Galilee: A Region in Transition, ed. Jürgen Zangenberg, 
Harold W. Attridge, and Dale B. Martin. (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2007) 156. 
31  Jonathan L. Reed, Archaeology and the Galilean Jesus: A Re-Examination of the Evidence 
(Harrisburg: Trinity, 2000), 42 nn.48; Kasher (1990), 142; Andrea M. Berlin, ‘Between Large Forces: 
Palestine in the Hellenistic Period’, BA 60, no. 1 (1997), 37. 
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do indicate something about the participation of local people in Hasmonean-directed 
modes of exchange, then we return to the question of the purpose of coinage. I 
suggest we accept that the primary reason for striking coinage was the facilitation of 
state payments. Military disbursement, and perhaps other state remuneration such as 
of builders and officials, present themselves as the most likely candidates for the 
initial receipt of struck coinage. As such, it stands to reason that some share, and 
perhaps the majority, of Jannaeus’s coinage was produced as required by the calendar 
of state payments. In a period of financial stress such as war, the production quality, 
weight, and diameter could have been reduced in order to maintain a level of 
production within a limited resource limit. Alternatively, degradation of the module 
would have allowed an increase in production using the pre-emergency level of raw 
materials. 
 
At the same time, we have also considered that the state potentially stood to benefit 
from the striking of bronze coinage, either through seigniorage or by controlling the 
conversion of bronze and silver. Given the quantity of coinage struck by Jannaeus, 
and the fact that his coins circulated even beyond the kingdom’s urban centre in 
Jerusalem, it is plausible that coins circulated outside specific military contexts. 
Moreover, it seems implausible to suggest that the utility of small coinage in 
facilitating everyday transactions would have gone unnoticed by the Jannaean 
government. As a benefit over bartering, coinage provides a convenient storage of 
wealth, which means that goods can be purchased, services rendered, loans made, and 
fines levied without simultaneous exchange of an intrinsically valuable good from the 
counterparty. This is not to argue that Jannaeus targeted economic stimulus as a 
reason for bronze coinage production. However, if we might tentatively extrapolate 
from Josephus, who notes that the oversupply of plunder after the fall of Jerusalem 
resulted in inflation throughout Syria (κατὰ τὴν Συρίαν πρὸς ἥµισυ τῆς πάλαι τιµῆς 
τὸν σταθµὸν τοῦ χρυσίου πιπράσκεσθαι) (BJ 6. 317-8), we might posit at least a 
rudimentary understanding of economics among Hellenistic administrators. If so, it is 
not unreasonable to suggest that Jannaeus struck and distributed coinage as a state 
payment, such as to troops on campaign, while also being aware that the coins’ 
subsequent circulation would aid local commerce by providing liquidity and a store of 
everyday wealth.  
 
245 
 
To be more precise about the functioning of the monetary economy, we might ask 
about the value of bronze coinage and its relation to the silver economy; namely, the 
Tyrian tetradrachms or shekels (c. 14g), halves (c. 7g), and rare quarters (c. 3.5g).32 
Almost annual production of Tyrian shekels throughout the Jannaean period is 
attested, with initial production dated to the end of Seleucid rule in 126/5 BCE.33 
Much interest in this coinage amongst Hasmonaean historians has concerned the use 
of the Tyrian half shekel in payment of a temple tax. 34 Among others, Regev and 
Schäfer have favoured an association of the Hasmoneans with the formalisation of an 
annual duty of a Tyrian half shekel, despite the absence of literary records to associate 
the Hasmonaeans with this type of tax.35 To a large extent, this line of interpretation is 
based on the commencement of autonomous Tyrian silver striking with the beginning 
of Hyrcanus I’s reign, in addition to Philo’s discussion of the temple tax (Special 
Laws 1.76-8), which expounds the annual contribution detailed in Exodus 30.11-16.36 
However, the association of the Tyrian half shekel with an annual temple duty set by 
the Hasmonaeans has come under criticism: on the basis of non-Rabbinic literature, 
Ariel follows Liver in arguing for a post-Hasmonaean date for the annual duty of a 
half shekel.37 Ariel determines that Tyrian shekels were current coinage in Jerusalem 
notwithstanding any role in fulfilling an annual tax.38 
 
That Tyrian silver was a coinage independent of a specific role in the tax system 
raises the question of its participation in the wider economy and its convertibility with 
                                                
 
32 Ariel (1982), 283; Uriel Rappaport, ‘Numismatics’, in The Cambridge History of Judaism Volume 1, 
Introduction: The Persian Period, ed. W. D. Davis and L. Finkelstein (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1984), 47-8; CNG 88, 96-7; Syon and Holzman (2015), 160-1. 
33 CNG, 96-7; Brooks Levy, ‘Later Tyrian Shekels: Dating the Crude Issues; Reading the Controls’, in 
XIII Congreso Internacional de Numismatica, Madrid 2003: Actas-Proceedings-Actes, ed. Carmen 
Alfaro, Carmen Marcos, and Paloma Otero, vol. 1 (Madrid: Ministerio de Cultura, 2005), 885; Hendin 
(2013), 274; Hoover (2004), 495. 
34 Jodi Magness, ‘Two Notes on the Archaeology of Qumran’, BASOR 312 (1998), 40-1. 
35 Regev (2013), 75; Schäfer (2003), 67. 
36 Jutta Leonhardt, Jewish Worship in Philo of Alexandria (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2001), 207-8. 
37 J. Liver, ‘The Half-Shekel Offering in Biblical and Post-Biblical Literature’, Harvard Theological 
Review 56, no. 3 (1963): 173–98; Ariel (1982), 283-4; Ariel and Fontanille (2011), 16. 
38 Ariel (1982), 284. 
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Jannaean bronze. If Jannaeus’s single denomination is taken as the chalkous, then its 
value in the Attic system would be 1/8 of an obol and 1/192 of a tetradrachm, 
although Marcellesi also notes that the tallying of bronzes to the obol began to break 
down from the second century BCE.39 On this point, Hoover similarly notes that ‘less 
overlap between bronze and silver denominations is involved’ in the second to first 
centuries, and that the ‘official reckoning’ of eight chalkoi to the obol may have 
varied with time and place.40 We discussed previously (§3.2) that Jannaeus’s chalkous 
may have commanded no single value in everyday commerce, and by consequence 
we should acknowledge, although no certainty may be attained, that the effective 
exchange rate of Jannaean chalkoi per Tyrian shekel may not have been constant.41 
Although we have no literary witnesses to the price level afforded to Jannaeus’s 
chalkous, Meshorer has suggested that there were 256 small bronze coins per shekel 
in the first century CE, while Hendin has proposed 768 of the very smallest bronze 
coins as equal to a shekel during the first century CE.42 
 
The mechanism for conversion during the Jannaean period is not known to us. It may 
be that the Hasmonaean administration controlled translation, and possibly profited 
from commission, or that private structures existed for conversion. A difficulty in 
either instance is that the Judaean authorities presumably did not control Tyrian silver 
production, so we must hypothesise either that a formal arrangement existed, by 
which Jannaeus bought shekels from Tyre, or that Jannaeus’s administration acquired 
silvers informally, via taxation and conversion with their own bronze coinage. One 
plausible theory is that the Phoenician mints offered something akin to free coinage, 
with Tyre’s rate for exchanging bullion into silver coinage representing the best price 
for the Hasmonaean authorities.43  
 
                                                
 
39 Marcellesi (2010), 259-61. 
40 Oliver D. Hoover ‘Seleucid Bronze Coinage’ in SC II.2, 51. 
41 E.g., Thonemann (2015), 138. 
42 TJC 122; Hendin (2009), 113, nn. 16. 
43 Kevin Butcher and Matthew Ponting, The Metallurgy of Roman Silver Coinage: From the Reform of 
Nero to the Reform of Trajan (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015), 547. 
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It is difficult to conclude what the absence of Hasmonaean silver might indicate about 
Judaean political organisation. On the one hand, the lack of silver coinage might 
indicate a weak centralised state that could not sustain its own precious metal coin 
industry. Alternatively, it might be that some arrangement existed for the 
Hasmonaeans to acquire Tyrian silvers, either formally via a model such as free 
minting or informally via extracting the coins from the Judaean population. If 
Jannaeus could acquire silver coinage relatively straightforwardly, there might have 
been no reason for Jannaeus to mint silver coins: rather, he struck only bronzes in 
proportion to the small-scale, state disbursements he faced.  
 
However, it could be that the absence of large denomination bronzes and the rarity of 
fractional silvers indicates that the Hasmonaean economy operated with some sort of 
monetary gap. If we take the most conservative price level for bronze to silver, that is 
the shekel as 192 chalkoi, it seems reasonable that there could have been some 
operational difficulty in processing mid-value transactions with the coinage available 
in Judaea. Hoover records no Tyrian quarter shekels that date after 111/0 BCE, while 
Levy notes the scarcity of this fractional silver more widely.44 I am not aware of 
hoards with Tyrian quarter shekels from Judaea (e.g., IGCH 1483 and IGCH 1790), 
with Judaean hoards closed prior to Jannaeus’s death only attesting, to my knowledge, 
tetradrachms and didrachms (e.g., IGCH 1604, 1607, and Syon’s Upper Galilee 
hoard).45 As such, for some value around 50 chalkoi, one possible model is that 
coinage was not frequently used. This is plausible on a practical level, as regularly 
counting out large numbers of bronze coins would have been cumbersome. 
Alternatively, I cannot exclude some model whereby mid-value transactions involved 
                                                
 
44 CNG 97; Levy (2005), 885. 
45 Danny Syon, ‘A Hoard of Tyrian Silver from Ḥorbat ‘Aqrav, Upper Galilee’, INR 9 (2014): 29-38. 
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weighing out chalkoi. However, this would run against the principal of fiduciarity: 
namely, that token coins are counted and not weighed.46 
 
Another consequence of the Hasmonaean system is set out by Sargent and Velde’s 
modelling. 47  To an extent, Jannaeus’s economy resembles the bipartite monetary 
system Sargent and Velde use to describe their ‘big problem of small change’. This 
entails, namely, that small coins (in our case Jannaean chalkoi) have a liquidity 
premium over larger coins (Tyrian silvers), by virtue of their exclusive suitability for 
small scale transactions.48 For Sargent and Velde, the result of this liquidity premium 
is that small coins must have depreciated relative to larger coins during periods of 
small coin shortage, in order to equalise the rates of return between coins. Without a 
quantity theory of money and the ability to end counterfeiting, the periodic 
depreciation of the Jannaean chalkous relative to the Tyrian tetradrachm during small 
coin shortages would have been unavoidable and, in turn, led to periodic spikes in 
inflation.  
 
The question remains as to why Jannaeus did not strike multiples of the chalkous. One 
hypothesis is that Jannaeus only required a single denomination. His state payments 
                                                
 
46  Richard Seaford, Money and the Early Greek Mind: Homer, Philosophy, Tragedy (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 2004), 126; Peacock, Mark S. ‘The Origins of Money in Ancient Greece: 
The Political Economy of Coinage and Exchange’ (Reviewing: David Schaps, The Invention of 
Coinage and the Monetization of Ancient Greece, Ann Arbor, University of Michigan Press, 2004; 
Richard Seaford, Money and the Early Greek Mind: Homer, Philosophy, Tragedy, Cambridge, 
Cambridge University Press, 2004; and Sitta von Reden, Exchange in Ancient Greece, London, 
Duckworth, paperback edition 2003), CJE 30 (2006): 637–50. 
47 Sargent and Velde (2001). 
48 The parallel is not perfect, as Sargent and Velde’s model takes the silver penny of Charlemagne as its 
point of departure. In our case, Jannaeus’s monetary assets have no commodity value, unlike the small 
coins in Sargent and Velde’s model. As such, the part of their theory concerning the development of 
the governmental legitimacy to issue a token coinage with price level above that of its commodity 
value is less relevant than their useful detailing of the liquidity premium of small change and the 
resultant depreciation in periods of small coin shortage. Second, it is not clear that the Judaean system 
operated with free minting, so that the public could convert small coins into silver at mints, which is an 
important element of Sargent and Velde’s model. 
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might have comprised small-scale, regular disbursements to military personnel for 
which the chalkous was sufficient. However, an alternative theory is that Jannaean 
Judaea lacked the type of tightly constituted, centralised government to sustain a 
monetary system with larger denominations. I raise this hypothesis on the basis of a 
potential model of the Hasmonaean economy. The fiduciary nature of Jannaeus’s 
bronze coinage entails that the value of Hasmonaean coins are predicated on trust in 
the state’s authority.49 As Seaford describes, ‘as a token, money is value created by 
people by means of law or of collective confidence’; with the necessary ‘authoritative 
guarantee of value and redeemability’ only offered by the state.50 Gordon Tullock, 
exploring the nature of the fiduciary guarantee, argues that the issuing authority must 
either guarantee the convertibility into an intrinsically valuable coinage or ensure the 
stability of the coins’ price index.51 This grant of authority to fiduciary coinage is 
more than the application of the state stamp: rather, there is a functional involvement 
of the Jannaean government in the sustainability of the fiduciary monetary system. 
That is to say, while the discharge of state salaries might have been the initial purpose 
of Jannaeus’s minting, Jannaeus also required the sustained circulation of his bronzes 
from the soldier to the vendor, to the supplying farmer or craftsman and, in turn, back 
to Jannaeus’s administration. This is to say, in addition to the seal of authority on a 
bronze coin, one reasonable model of circulation also involves the passage of bronze 
coinage back to the state, either directly as tax, fines, temple donations and the cost of 
sacrifices, or indirectly via the state’s control of silver-bronze conversion. By this I 
mean we might reasonably, although not conclusively, posit an economic model for 
Judaea that is akin to the system of inter-regional coin flow set out by Keith Hopkins 
for the Roman Empire from 200 BCE.52 Namely, that in Jannaean Judaea, people who 
were required to have coinage to pass back to the state, via any of the mechanisms 
just suggested, had to work and trade in exchange for this coinage.  
                                                
 
49 Robert W. Wallace, ‘The Origin of Electrum Coinage’, AJA 91, no. 3 (1987): 393; Mark Peacock, 
Introducing Money (Oxon: Routledge, 2013), 125; Thonemann (2015), 200. 
50 Seaford (2004), 9. 
51 Gordon Tullock, ‘Competing Monies’, JMCB 7, no. 4 (1975), 496. 
52 Keith Hopkins, ‘Taxes and Trade in the Roman Empire (200 B.C.-A.D. 400)’, JRS 70 (1980): 101–
25; Keith Hopkins, ‘Rome, Taxes, Rents and Trade’, in The Ancient Economy, ed. Walter Scheidel and 
Sitta Von Reden (London: Routledge, 2002), 208-10. 
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As such, the fiduciary guarantee of the coinage is predicated on the presence of the 
state at the centre of coin circulation: namely, that coinage can be passed to the 
Jannaean state in fulfilment of monetary obligations, which means that Judaeans are 
content to receive payment via token money. This brings the Jannaean state into the 
centre of the social determination of value: as David Schaps puts it, ‘the recirculation 
of wealth now went through the state by means of money… [meaning that] the state 
machinery itself had become much more complex’.53 Set in this light, one way of 
explaining the absence of higher value bronzes is that Jannaeus’s government lacked 
the organisational structure to sustain a more complex monetary system. That is to 
say, more precisely, one hypothesis is that the Jannaean government’s role in the 
economy was relatively simplistic: Jannaeus made frequent disbursements to military 
personnel, who, for example, passed coins to farmers for food and wine, who in turn 
passed coins back to the state by purchasing turtledoves to sacrifice at the temple. The 
implication is that transactions totalling above some limit, for example a quarter of a 
shekel or 48 chalkoi, were infrequently transacted with Jannaean coinage. Instead, 
this section of the economy was subject to local and private forms of wealth, 
valuation and mediation. This is to say that Jannaeus occupied a role as guarantor and 
political architect of only certain subsections of economic activity: for example, 
soldiers’ food and the passage of these coins back to the state via farmers’ small-scale 
temple sacrifices. Other areas of economic activity, such as the trade of livestock or 
paying private salaries, were regulated and structured by more private sources of 
power, including perhaps local leaders or influential landowners.  
 
A potential riposte could be that traders counted out single coins or that bronze coins 
were valued by weight. In this instance, any value could be totalled by adding up 
enough chalkoi. There is no evidence against this claim: however, on the basis of 
practicality, it is not unreasonable to suggest that the absence of higher value bronzes 
indicates that at least some share of mid-value trade was not monetised. It is unlikely 
that there was a technical impediment to prevent Jannaeus from striking larger flans, 
                                                
 
53 David M. Schaps, The Invention of Coinage and the Monetization of Ancient Greece (Ann Arbor: 
University of Michigan Press, 2004), 137. 
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while the number of Jannaean bronzes indicates that the quantity of ore was also not a 
limiting factor. A further riposte might be that the absence of Jannaeus’s government 
in a certain aspect of economic life does not entail anything about the quality of his 
political influence. There is no evidence against this claim; yet, historical analysis 
relies on educated hypotheses, and there is unlikely ever to be certainty on Jannaeus’s 
political power. As such, the hypothesis stands that the Jannaean bronze system 
implies, although by no means proves, that Jannaeus could not provide the 
administrative complexity or organisational stability to maintain a monetised 
economy that employed higher denominations of bronze coinage. If this were to be 
accepted, the balance of evidence shifts somewhat against militaristic patrimony as a 
model of Hasmonaean political organisation during the Jannaean period.  
 
On its own, the above hypothesis cannot be commended over the alternative theory 
that Jannaeus struck a single denomination of low value bronze because this was all 
that the Hasmonaean economy required of his administration. This latter theory could 
be congruent with a model of militaristic patrimony. However, in the following 
chapter, we offer a comparative study that broadly attempts to parallel the statistical 
methodology employed above. Namely, having offered a hypothesis for why the 
Jannaean monetary system could be a sign of a weak political centre, the thesis looks 
to neighbouring bronze monetary systems in order see if a correlation exists between 
the complexity of a state’s monetary system and whether it exhibits tightly 
constituted, centralised political power. In so doing, it will not be possible to provide 
a quantitative judgement as to the strength of any correlation, nor to make a 
conclusive rejection of militaristic patrimony as a model of the Hasmonaean state. 
However, it will be argued that the balance of evidence does not favour the view that 
Jannaean bronze coinage is consistent with militaristic patrimony, and that 
consequently the burden of proof falls on these scholars to evidence why their model 
is the most plausible. 
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5 Regional context 
5.1 Introduction 
This chapter reviews six bronze currency systems from the Hellenistic Near East that 
are contemporary with Jannaeus. Putting our reconstruction of Hasmonaean bronze 
coinage in context affords two contributions. First, it will be noted that the Judaean 
system is not exceptional. This gives confidence that our modelling of Hasmonaean 
bronze coinage is at least plausible. Were this thesis to advocate a unique monetary 
system for Hellenistic Judaea, it would warrant some scepticism. However, we will 
note that a c. 2g bronze unit is common across contemporary bronze systems. 
Moreover, Jannaeus’s weight reduction in Series 2 parallels the loss of denominations 
and the weight reduction of bronze coinage in neighbouring kingdoms at the same 
time.  
 
Second, this chapter uses comparanda to argue that in explaining the nature of 
Judaean political organisation, the burden of proof lies with proponents of the 
militaristic patrimony model. Having already proposed in this thesis that (a) 
Jannaeus’s coinage comprises a single denomination that (b) sits near the bottom of 
contemporary denominational scales and (c) undergoes a weight and module 
reduction during Jannaeus’s reign, Chapter 5 suggests that this monetary system more 
closely resembles that of Apion’s Ptolemaic Cyrenaica than Mithridates VI’s Pontus. 
In itself, this is not proof that Judaea was characterised by decentralised political 
organisation. To identify similar numismatic phenomena in contemporary states is not 
to identify evidence of similar causes. Coinage is culturally specific, and differences 
in regions’ monetary systems may only mean that coins were produced for different 
purposes. Unlike statistical method, we cannot test the cross-cultural correlations 
between bronze coin designs for significance.  
 
However, I propose that history, which is not statistics, comprises the exercise of 
educated guesses from limited data, and that the burden of proof must sit with models 
that represent anomalous and exceptional exegesis. To state this differently, it may be 
that militaristic patrimony is the correct model for Jannaean Judaea. However, 
Jannaeus’s bronze monetary system resembles that of weaker and less centralised 
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contemporaries more closely than it does the dominant and tightly constituted states. 
As the scholarship currently stands, proponents of Judaea as a militaristic patrimony 
have yet to advance the level of proof necessary to explain why Jannaeus, if he ranked 
among the dominant political masters of his day, had a monetary system that would 
be an exception among the tightly constituted and regionally significant power 
brokers of the period. Rather, as set out in the previous chapter, one possible model is 
that Jannaeus’s administration had the influence and complexity only to regulate a 
subsection of the Judaean economy, such as, for example, small payments to troops 
and the collection of low value coins via the temple. This would leave to private 
landowners and influential local leaders to regulate, mediate, and perhaps profit from 
the remainder of economic activity in Jannaean Judaea. This could mean a power-
sharing in Judaea between the king and private, non-monarchic and non-militaristic 
nodes of influence. As our data currently stands, this hypothesis cannot be proven 
over any other proposed reconstruction of Hasmonaean political and economic 
structure. However, it would be inconsistent with a militaristic patrimony and, 
through this chapter’s cross-cultural comparison, is at least shown to be a plausible 
model for Judaean political organisation. 
 
5.1.1 Justification of cross-cultural comparison 
At this stage, it is important to address a potential critique of the chapter. The 
identification of similar phenomena among the bronze coinages of Jannaeus’s 
contemporary rulers does not necessarily prove similar causes or effects. This would 
be to treat coinage as universal rather than culturally relative. I offer two defences of 
the relevance of this chapter in response. First, as outlined above, I do not present the 
comparanda here as conclusive evidence that Jannaean Judaea was less centralised, 
regionally dominant, and ruler-centric than is commonly assumed. Rather, this 
chapter locates the Jannaean monetary system within its regional context and observes 
that it shares closer parallels with the less centralised and the more politically and 
militarily disturbed kingdoms in Bithynia and Cyrenaica than it does the more 
regionally dominant kingdoms such as Mithridatic Pontus. This is not to argue that 
the correlation between particular monetary phenomena and forms of governance 
imply causation; however, if some consistent pattern can be observed across a wide 
set of cross-cultural comparanda, the burden of proof shifts to those who wish to 
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make the Judaean system into an anomaly. In this particular instance, this entails 
moving the burden of proof onto those who identify Judaea’s political system as being 
more dirigiste, since this would mean Jannaeus’s monetary system represents an 
exception within its cross-cultural context. 
 
Second, and more broadly, I suggest that there is legitimacy in the sensitive use of a 
comparative approach to identify possible political correlates for the features of the 
Judaean monetary system that we have set out. Cross-societal similarities and 
differences may be observed while also recognising each region or culture’s 
historically and culturally contingent developmental influences and organisational 
requirements. To avoid a haphazard approach to comparative analysis, we should be 
explicit as to the dimensions or variables being considered and also systematic in 
addressing the similarities across our comparative sample set.  
 
Cross-cultural archaeological method has suffered from an association with the neo-
evolutionary anthropology of the 1960-70s.1 Leslie White and Julian Steward are 
frequently credited with reintroducing cultural evolutionism to anthropological 
archaeology. Both White and Steward investigated generalised patterns of communal 
organisational development, although Steward advanced multilinear developmental 
schemes, with varied cultures exhibiting particularistic streams of cultural evolution.2  
Other theorists, notably Elman Service, advanced cross-cultural models of state 
formation, which involved the systematic study of societal change in terms of 
                                                
 
1 Bruce Trigger, Understanding Early Civilizations: A Comparative Study (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 2003), 22; Michael E. Smith et al. ‘Comparative Archaeology: A Commitment to 
Understanding Variation’ in The Comparative Archaeology of Complex Societies, ed. Michael E. Smith 
(Cambridge: CUP, 2011), 2; Michael E. Smith and Peter Peregrine, ‘Approaches to Comparative 
Analysis in Archaeology’ in The Comparative Archaeology of Complex Societies, ed. Michael E. Smith 
(Cambridge: CUP, 2011), 6. 
2 Chris Gosden, Anthropology and Archaeology: A Changing Relationship (London: Routledge, 2002), 
88ff; Smith (2003); Yoffee (2003); Matthews (2013). 
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diachronic, developmental stages and their generative cultural processes. 3 The neo-
evolutionary approaches examined the sequential stages of human society and culture, 
and the spatially adaptive, causal principles underlying them. Neo-evolutionary 
approaches were criticised for the universalism and determinism of their cross-
cultural approaches to state development, which in turn has seen comparative studies 
of cultures tarred as generalising reductivism of contingent phenomena into broad 
typologies.4  
 
However, more recently, an effort has been made among some archaeologists to insist 
on a difference between, on the one hand, the cross-cultural techniques employed by 
neo-evolutionists to delineate developmental timelines among early states and, on the 
other, comparative studies that are sensitive to variability and scale, and explicit about 
the dimensions along which similarities and differences are being sought. Robert 
Drennan and Christian Peterson have commented that an increasing amount of 
historical data allow scholars to identify cross-cultural patterns. They note that ‘if 
such patterns can be discovered, it suggests that the variability is not just idiosyncratic 
and random, but rather that the forces of social change tend generally to operate in a 
limited number of consistent ways that we can potentially specify’. 5  Similarly, 
Antony Smith has called for a renewed effort at the comparative study of early 
polities, in so far this is directed at the ‘illumination of conceptual linkages embedded 
in the specificity of our objects’, as opposed to totalising and essentialist frameworks 
that are insensitive to cultural variability.6 So too Michael Mann, a critic of those who 
                                                
 
3 Bruce G. Trigger, A History of Archaeological Thought (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
2006); Robert L. Carneiro, ‘The Chiefdom: Precursor of the State’, in The Transition to Statehood in 
the New World, eds. Grant D. Jones and Robert R. Kautz (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
1982), 67; Morton H. Fried, ‘The State, the Chicken, and the Egg: Or, What Came First?’, in Origins of 
the State: The Anthropology of Political Evolution, eds. Ronald Cohen and Elman R. Service 
(Philadelphia: Institute for the Study of Human Issues, 1978), 37; Service (1975), 15-16. 
4  
5 Robert D. Drennan and Christian E. Peterson ‘Challenges for Comparative Study of Early Complex 
Societies’, in The Comparative Archaeology of Complex Societies, ed. Michael E. Smith (Cambridge: 
CUP, 2011), 64-5. 
6 Adam T. Smith, The Political Landscape: Constellations of Authority in Early Complex Polities 
(Berkeley, C.A.: University of California Press, 2003), 272. 
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approach societies as unitary, bounded entities, sees some worth in cross-cultural and 
diachronic comparison where he places emphasis on states as power networks.7  
 
In attempting a cross-cultural, comparative study of Jannaean and Hellenistic 
monetary systems, we can use something like the hypothesis-led framework of the 
previous chapter. In so doing, we reduce the chance that we identify spurious 
correlates and posit false causation. First, the correlation sought should be 
theoretically justified. On this, I have set out a defensive of my hypothesis that the 
structure of Jannaeus’s monetary economy implies, but by no means proves, that 
Jannaean Judaea was not a tightly constituted, centralised state or militaristic 
patrimony (§4.10.2). Second, the variables being tested should be clearly specified. 
Here, we use two dimensions of analysis: the denominational structure of bronze 
coinage and the constitution of the political centre around the king. Along this 
foundation, generalised and sensitive correlation may be drawn between the political 
structure of neighbouring polities and their bronze monetary systems. At the same 
time, we should recognise that this only offers a guide as to the likelihood of my 
hypothesis and is not definitive evidence. 
 
5.1.2 Structure of the chapter 
As the Hasmonaean kingdom is a political descendent of Seleucid control of Coele-
Syria, the Seleucid monetary system is a useful comparison (§5.2). In terms of 
coinage as well as politics, it is possible to define Hasmonaean Judaea as a substrate 
of second-century Seleucid Phoenicia and southern Coele-Syria. The Parthians, also 
Seleucid successors, offer a useful comparison for similar reasons (§5.3). Outside 
Syria, we consider the coinage of Jannaeus’s Asian Minor contemporaries: the Pontic 
Mithridates VI (§5.4) and kings of Bithynia (§5.5). As former Near Eastern territories 
of Alexander the Great contesting boundaries in the immediate decades before 
Pompey’s annexation, there might be parallels with Hasmonaean Judaea. In the 
closing decades of the second century, Bithynia and Pontus exercised military 
                                                
 
7 Mann, Sources of Social Power, e.g., 1, 30, 76; cf. Michael Mann, ‘The Autonomous Power of the 
State’, in States in History, ed. John A. Hall (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1986). 
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pressure in the region, such as over Cappadocia, in the same way as Hasmonaean 
historians have claimed of Judaea over Ituraea, Idumaea and Transjordan. Finally, the 
bronze systems of late second- and early first-century Egypt (§5.6) and Cyrenaica 
(§5.7) are considered. We have already noted the military involvement of Ptolemy IX 
and Cleopatra III in Hasmonaean territory early in Jannaeus’s reign. Cyrenaica, 
Ptolemaic territory since Ptolemy I, might reflect changes to coinage in Hasmonaean 
Judaea, being annexed by Rome just before Judaea (96 BCE) following internal 
dynastic conflict. 
 
5.2 Seleucid Phoenicia and southern Coele-Syria 
In Phoenicia and southern Coele-Syria, the Seleucids established a system of multi-
denominational bronze based on a coin weighing around 2g. 8 Varying numbers of 
denominations, expressed as multiples of this basic module with differing 
iconographic types, were produced across mints and regnal periods. Seleucid cities 
frequently changed weight standards and the numbers of denominations. Hence, the 
bronze system may be described as local or decentralised, and towards the late second 
century the balance of royal and civic direction over production is not obvious.9 Such 
a system may have been a deliberate policy aimed to equip civic authorities with the 
ability to respond to local requirements for low-value coinage while also profiting 
from fiduciary coin issue. 
 
Seleucid bronzes circulated in Phoenicia and Coele-Syria for extended periods, and 
coins from former monarchs or varied mints likely circulated together. We have no 
                                                
 
8  Outside Phoenicia and Coele-Syria, the Seleucid bronze system undergoes some separate 
developments, which are not our focus. Hoover ‘Seleucid Bronze Coinage’ (2008), 47-52; Arthur 
Houghton and Catharine Lorber, ‘Antiochus III in Coele-Syria and Phoenicia’, INJ 14 (2000-02): 44–
58. 
9 Ziad Sawaya, ‘Le monnayage municipal séleucide de Bérytos (169/8-114/3? av. J.-C.)’, NC 164 
(2004): 109–46; Gérald Finkielsztejn, ‘L’économie et le roi au Levant sud d’après les sources 
archéologiques et textuelles’, in Le roi et l’économie. Autonomies locales et structures royals dans 
l’économie de l’empire seleucide. Actes des rencontres de Lille (23 juin 2003) et d’Orleans (29-30 
janvier 2004), ed. Andrzej S. Chankowski and Frédérique Duyrat, Topoi: Orient-Occident 6 (Paris: De 
Boccard, 2004), 241–65; Houghton (2004). 
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data on how denominations were identified, but as a rough hypothesis, we might look 
for a combination of iconographic type and physical size. At the same time, a caveat 
must be Thonemann and Hoover’s reasonable suggestions that the value of bronze 
coins might not have been determined by fiat but at the point of transaction.10 This 
would go some way to explain how a mixed system of royal, civic, local, and regional 
bronzes from an assortment of periods could circulate together. 
 
Seleucid bronze minting begins in Phoenicia and Coele Syria during the Fifth Syrian 
War, with Antiochus III striking at least two series of bronze. An Apollo / elephant 
series has a tripartite structure: there is a base unit of 9-11mm / 1.02-1.68g (SC 1088; 
Figure 5.1), with denominations as multiples (14-17mm / 4.53-6.95g; SC 1087 and 
19-23mm / 6.02-15.47g; SC 1085).11 A second series comprises perhaps two modular 
units: a base unit of 12-14mm / 1.68-2.92g (SC 1090) and a possible double of 16-
20mm / 3.32-5.63g (SC 1089).12 Antiochus III also struck small bronzes of an Apollo 
/ standing Apollo type (SC 1096; Figure 5.2) on a 10-12mm / 1.33-1.48g module at 
Ptolemais. These coins seem to be the Phoenician counterparts of a similar type struck 
at Antioch (SC 1052).13 The Ptolemaic Apollo / standing Apollo bronzes have been 
found widely in Judaea, indicating circulation at sites such as Gerezim, Bethsaida, 
Jerusalem, and Marisa.14  
 
                                                
 
10 See §3.6.1 note 64; Hoover ‘Seleucid Bronze Coinage’ (2008); Thonemann (2015), 138. 
11 Houghton and Lorber (2000-02), 46-47. 
12 Houghton and Lorber (2000-02), 47-48; SC I.1, 413. 
13 Houghton (2004), 62-63; Houghton (2003-06), 35-36. 
14 Gabriela Bijovsky, ‘The Coins from Or ’Aqiva (North)’, ’Atiqot 61 (2009): 75–79; Danny Syon, 
‘The Coins from Area TA’, ’Atiqot 31 (1997): 87–90; Rachel Barkay, ‘Numismatic Report on 
Hellenistic Marissa’, in Maresha Excavations Final Report, ed. A. Kloner, vol. IV (forthcoming); 
Houghton and Lorber (2000-02), 49-50; Rachel Barkay, ‘Tel Maresha Subterranean Complex 1, 
Appendix C: Coins from Subterranean Complex 1’, ed. I. Stern and B. Alpert, Ḥadashot 
Arkheologiyot: Exavations and Surveys in Israel 126 (2014): 1–2; Houghton and Lorber (2000-02), 49-
50; Gregory Jenks, ‘More than Just Couch Change: Bethsaida Coin Report 2001-2012’, in Bethsaida in 
Archaeology, History and Ancient Culture: A Festschrift in Honor of John T. Greene, ed. J. Harold 
Ellens (Newcastle upon Tyne: Cambridge Scholars Publishing, 2014); SC I.1, 416-17. 
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Figure 5.1 Bronze of Antiochus III with Apollo / elephant (12.8mm / 2.48g; SC 1088) 
Yale University Art Gallery (2001.87.13271) 
 
  
Figure 5.2 Bronze of Antiochus III with Apollo / standing Apollo (this coins 12.7mm 
/ 2.33g; SC 1096)  
Yale University Art Gallery (2001.87.10200) 
 
At Tyre, Seleucid minting starts in 198 BCE with a dated, four-part modular bronze 
system. The coins have been described as quasi-autonomous, with royal portrait on 
the obverse and civic types (galley, prow, palm, and club) on the reverse.15 The basic 
coin in the series is 9-10mm / 0.96-1.60g (SC 1082) with a club reverse. 
Denominations are expressed as multiples of this module. Hence, from the earliest 
stage of Seleucid bronze minting in Phoenicia and Coele-Syria, we can observe the 
localised production of multi-denomination systems with modular and type 
differentiation. The approximate 1-2g unit of Antiochus III (i.e., the Apollo / standing 
                                                
 
15 Houghton (2003-06), 41-42. 
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Apollo coins at Ptolemais and the Tyrian club reverse) appears to be the basic unit of 
the bronze system, with denominations expressed as multiples.16 
 
  
Figure 5.3 Bronze of Antiochus III with portrait / club (this coin 10.1mm / 1.31g; SC 
1082) 
Yale University Art Gallery (2001.87.16508) 
 
Antiochus IV expands quasi-autonomous minting of bronzes with a royal portrait and 
city ethnic to nineteen mints, including seven along the coast of Phoenicia and Coele-
Syria. 17  This expansion establishes a regional framework of localised bronze 
currencies, with denominations differentiated by typology and module, which is 
retained through to the Hasmonaean period.18 Under successive Seleucid rulers, the 
number of bronze denominations produced by each mint varies.19 Yet, the general 
framework remains unchanged: localised outputs of multi-denomination systems, 
differentiated by module and usually also type, which are based on a 1-2g unit.20 
 
                                                
 
16 Arthur Houghton, ‘The Seleucids’, in The Oxford Handbook of Greek and Roman Coinage, ed. 
William E. Metcalf (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012), 238. 
17  Oliver D. Hoover, ‘Quasi-Minicipal Coinage in Seleucid Apamea: Countermarks and 
Counterrevolution’, SNR 80 (2001), 21–38; Mørkholm (1984);  
18 Houghton (2003-06), 47. 
19  A point regularly made by Houghton is the widely varying sizes, weights and numbers of 
denominations struck by cities, kings and even the same mints over time: Houghton (2004); Houghton 
(2012). 
20 Houghton (2012), 246-47; Tal (2012); Alla Kushnir-Stein, ‘City Eras on Palestinian Coinage’, in 
Coinage and Identity in the Roman Provinces (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005). 
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In the Jannaean period, varying denominations of royal Seleucid bronze were being 
struck by the last Seleucid kings in the remaining centres of Seleucid control: 
principally, mints at Antioch on the Orontes, Damascus, Tarsus (or other Cicilian 
mints), and some Phoenician cities until the start of the first century. At the time of 
Jannaeus’s accession, the Seleucid throne was being contested by Antiochus VIII and 
Antiochus IX. At Antioch on the Orontes, the brothers minted varying royal bronze 
modules, changing the types and number of denominations without discernible 
pattern. Antiochus VIII initially strikes two bronze denominations: a base module of 
c. 2.5-2.99g with Artemis / Apollo type (SC 2301) and a possible double on a c. 5.5g-
5.99g (SC 2300) module with portrait / eagle type. Forty of the larger type have been 
identified in the Nisibis hoard (§3.9.1.8), and one each at Marisa and Gamla.21 For 
Antiochus VIII’s second reign, only the larger denomination is struck, on the same 
type and module. His final reign in Antioch (109-96 BCE) expands output to five 
denominations, with new types based to a reduced c. 2g unit (0.78-2.10g / mode 
2.10g; SC 2316; Figure 5.4). His brother, Antiochus IX, also initially strikes two 
bronze denominations at Antioch on the same modules as Antiochus VIII’s first series 
(2.49-3.10g and 5.50-5.99g; SC 2364-5). For his second reign, the larger module is 
struck to a reduced weight (4.5-4.99g) and new iconography is introduced (SC 2368). 
His third brief reign at the city, 96-95 BCE, sees restoration of the two modules of 
first reign with new types (SC 2376, 2377). Bronzes of all series are contained in the 
Nisibis hoard, and the larger module of series 1 and 2 has been found at Gamla.22 His 
successor at Antioch, his nephew Seleucus VI, strikes two series of bronze marked by 
differing portrait styles. Initially he strikes only a single denomination (6.51g; SC 
2424), but expands production to two denominations for his second series by adding a 
c. 3g coin (SC 2425-26). This bipartite structure was kept by his successor, Antiochus 
X, who retained similar modules (6.46-8.85g and 2.80-5.25g) but altered the 
iconographic types (SC 2432-33). 
 
                                                
 
21 Danny Syon, ‘The Coins’, in Gamla III: The Shmarya Gutmann Excavations 1976–1989, Finds and 
Studies, Part 1, IAA Reports 56 (Jerusalem: Israel Antiquities Authority, 2014), 162-63; SC II.1, 500. 
22 Syon (2014), 163-64; SC II.1, 534-38. 
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Figure 5.4 Bronze of Antiochus VIII (this coin 13mm / 2.20g; SC 2316) 
Picture credit: American Numismatic Society (1944.100.76888) 
 
For late Seleucids Demetrius III and Antiochus XII, also contemporaries of Jannaeus, 
Damascus was increasingly significant for royal bronze production. Demetrius III 
revives bronze minting in the city at the start of the first century. His bronze system 
appears to have three denominations (SC 2454-57) in a theoretical 2g:4g:8g weight 
ratio. Weight and diameter ranges for the three modules are large, but the three 
reverse types could indicate three separate denominations (tripod, Hermes, and Nike). 
It is based on a c. 2g unit: a small module of 1.74-2.76; a medium of 2.62-6.81g; and 
a large of 3.94-9.2g.23 The two larger modules have been found at Gamla.24 A similar, 
tripartite system is struck across four control mark series by Antiochus XII (SC 2473-
83; no 2g module known for the second series). Reverse types distinguish 
denominations in addition to the modules, which are similar to those of Demetrius III 
and seemingly based to a c. 13mm / 2g module. Bronzes of his larger modules have 
also been found at Gamla.25 
 
                                                
 
23 SC II.1, 589; it is possible that a bronze of Antiochus VIII could be Damascene (SC 2342). 
24 Syon (2014), 164-65. 
25 Syon (2014), 165-66. 
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Figure 5.5 Bronze of Demetrius III (SC 2454) with portrait / Nike and ‘ΑΝ’ marks on 
outer left of reverse (this coin 8.24g; marks as SC 2454.7 and at Gamla: could be 
Seleucid era year 218 i.e., 95/4 BCE) 
American Numismatic Society (1992.54.2428) 
 
   
Figure 5.6 Bronze of Antiochus XII from Damascus of c. 2g unit (this coin 2.30g; SC 
2480/83) 
American Numismatic Society (1992.54.2430) 
 
5.3 Parthia 
Set against the Seleucids, Parthian coinage has received relatively little attention. 
Fabrizio Sinsi’s recent summary of Parthian coinage seems to base its discussion of 
bronze coins on James Brindley’s reconstruction. Brindley systematically organises 
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Sellwood’s typological lists with excavation reports from Seleucia on the Tigris and 
Susa.26  
 
Initially, Parthian bronze coinage continues the Seleucid four-denomination scheme 
based on a c. 2g unit, with modular and typological differentiation of 
denominations.27 The Parthian king Mithridates II (121-91 BCE) reforms the bronze 
currency, producing three series of bronze coins distinguished by titles and portrait 
style. 28  Mithridates II strikes three denominations, differentiated by module and 
reverse type: a base unit of c. 2g (Figure 5.9) with a bow case; a medium / double of 
c. 4g (Figure 5.8) with a horse head; and a large / quadruple of c. 8g (Figure 5.7) with 
a standing horse. Brindley identifies one mint, possibly at Nisa, that struck these three 
denominations with different types and modules. In this mint’s final issue for 
Mithridates II, a small bronze of about 1g is struck with a club reverse (Figure 5.10). 
 
                                                
 
26 Fabrizio Sinsi, ‘The Coinage of the Parthians’, in The Oxford Handbook of Greek and Roman 
Coinage, ed. William E. Metcalf (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012), 283; James C. Brindley, 
‘The Organisation of the Parthian Bronze Coinage’, in Actes Du 8ème Congrès International de 
Numismatique: New York - Washington, Septembre 1973, ed. Herbert A. Cahn and Georges Le Rider 
(Paris: Bâle, 1976); David Sellwood, An Introduction to the Coinage of Parthia, 2nd ed. (London: 
Spink & Son Ltd, 1980); Robert H. McDowell, Coins from Seleucia on the Tigris (Ann Arbor: 
University of Michigan Press, 1935); Georges Le Rider, Suse sous les Séleucides et les Parthes: les 
trouvailles monétaires et l’histoire de la ville (Paris: Librairie orientaliste P. Geuthmer, 1965). 
27 Specifically, the c. 1.50-2.49g base unit set by the bronze reform of Alexander I Balas at Ecbatana: 
Hoover ‘Seleucid Bronze Coinage’ (2008), 46; Hoover ‘Metrological Study’ (2008) 42; Le Rider 
(1965), 339; Le Rider (1965), 339; Le Rider (1994), 27; Sinsi (2012), 276. In Phoenicia, this unit had 
been used by the Seleucids since Antiochus III. 
28 Vesta Sarkhosh Curtis and Sarah Stewart, ‘Introduction’, in The Age of the Parthians, ed. Vesta 
Sarkhosh Curtis and Sarah Stewart (London: I.B. Tauris, 2010), 12; Brindley (1976), 32-33. 
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Figure 5.7 Quadruple (unit?) of Mithridates II with portrait / standing horse (this coin 
23.5mm / 7.40g) 
Yale University Art Gallery (2001.87.13925) 
 
  
Figure 5.8 Bronze (double?) of Mithridates II with portrait / horse head (this coin 
19mm / 4.36g) 
Yale University Art Gallery (2001.87.13927)  
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Figure 5.9 Bronze (unit?) of Mithridates II with portrait / bow case (this coin 14mm / 
1.80g) 
Yale University Art Gallery (2004.6.3916)  
 
  
Figure 5.10 Bronze of Mithridates II with portrait / club (this coin 14mm / 0.78g) 
American Numismatic Society (1944.100.82511)  
 
Brindley describes an infrequent issue of small bronzes with a Nike reverse as a half-
unit (Figure 5.11).29 These cannot be found for all of Mithridates II’s bronze series 
and their production ceases before the end of Mithridates’s reign. It might be that 
these coins are not half-units, but reduced module coins of the basic bronze unit. The 
issue is complex, as the Nisa mint uses the same Nike reverse type for its middle 
denomination. In the case of Parthian coinage, we should be cautious before 
                                                
 
29 Brindley (1976), 33. 
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identifying two denominations on the basis of a small sample of coins with 
overlapping metrological ranges.30  
 
We can perform a rough test of Brindley’s half-unit hypothesis by comparing the 
mean weight of bowcase coins (the unit) with the mean weight of Nike coins (the 
possible half-unit).31 If the two coins are separate denominations, we might expect 
them to have different weight standards. However, as tabulated below, an independent 
samples t-test found that the mean weight of bowcase coins was not significantly 
different the mean weight of Nike coins at the 0.05 significance level (Table 5.1).  
Although a larger sample is needed, this offers some ground for hesitancy over 
Brindley’s hypothesis of Parthian half-units. I would suggest that the c. 1g Nike 
bronzes be viewed similarly to the c. 1g club bronzes from the Nisa mint as an 
alternative type of 0.50-2.50g chalkous. 
 
   
Figure 5.11 Unit / half-unit (?) of Mithridates II with portrait / Nike (12mm / 0.86g) 
American Numismatic Society (1944.100.82277)  
 
                                                
 
30 For example, diameter and weight standard do not clearly identify as half- or double-units such coins 
as: a 20mm / 1.13g module (ANS 1944.100.82429), a 11mm / 1.27g module (ANS 1944.100.82278), 
and a 14mm / 2.57mm module (BM OR.8115). 
31 The issue is complicated as Brindley identifies the Nike type on double-unit denominations from the 
Nisa mint. To account for this, when taking data from the BM and ANS catalogues, Nike coins with a 
diameter greater than bowcase coins were ignored. These fit the module of Brindley’s double-unit from 
Nisa. The maximum diameter of the 19 bowcase bronzes in the ANS and BM collections is 16mm. 
Hence, Nike coins with a diameter over 16mm were not sampled, as they fit Brindley’s double-units. 
Data in Appendix A. 
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Table 5.1 T-test and test for homogeneity of variances of bowcase and Nike reverse 
type bronzes 
 
Levene’s test for homogeneity of 
variances 
Independent samples t-test 
f Sig. t d.f. Sig. 
8.946  0.006 
 
1.237s   12.034s    
 
0.240s   
s Levene’s test indicated unequal variances, so degrees of freedom were adjusted using Welch-
Satterthwaite method 
 
At its introduction, Mithridates II’s monetary system occurs during a period of 
relative Parthian political and military strength. Mithridates expands Parthian control 
into Characene early in his reign, expelling Hyspaosines and overstriking his coins, 
and then also into Adiabene, Gordyene, Osrhoene, and some Armenian territory.32 
Yet, by the end of his reign (c. 88 BCE), witnesses indicate that Parthian centralised 
control was in decline amidst dynastic conflict. This might be reflected in the 
numismatic record. From the early first century BCE, Brindley observes 
fragmentation in the bronze system. The number of denominations is cut, some mints 
stop production altogether, and the weight standard is reduced. 33  By 86 BCE, 
Brindley suggests that the weights of Parthian bronze coins had halved.34 By the 
second half of the first century, only a single bronze module of around 1.50g is 
struck.35  
                                                
 
32 David G. Sellwood, ‘Parthian Coins’, in The Cambridge History of Iran Volume 3: The Seleucid, 
Parthian and Sasanian Periods Part I, ed. E. Yarshater (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
1983), 283-84; Adrian D. H. Bivar, ‘The Political History of Iran under the Arsacids’, in The 
Cambridge History of Iran Volume 3: The Seleucid, Parthian and Sasanian Periods Part I, ed. (E. 
Yarshater (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983), 40-41; Edward Dąbrowa, ‘The Arsacid 
Empire’, in The Oxford Handbook of Iranian History, ed. Touraj Daryaee (Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 2012), 170. 
33 Brindley (1976), 33. 
34 Brindley (1976), 33. 
35 Brindley (1976), 33-34. 
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The chronology of rulers and usurpers at the start of the first century is not clear, but 
evidence of dynastic conflict has lead scholars to describe the political situation in 
broad terms as a ‘dark age’ (Sellwood) and ‘a weakening of central authority, 
territorial losses to the neighbours, and a decline in Parthia’s international 
significance’ (Dąbrowa). 36 A certain Gotarzes seems to have been significant in the 
Arsacid dynastic disputes at Babylon. A relief inscription from Behistun names 
Gotarzes as the ‘Satrap of Satraps’ under Mithridates II, but tablets from Babylon 
dated 91/0 – 87/6 BCE indicate that he subsequently established himself as king in the 
city.37 Mithridates II still holds power in Media at this time: a tablet dated 88 BCE 
records his authority in the region, and Josephus (JA 13.384-86) recounts 
Mithridates’s capture of Demetrius III, which coinage dates to 88/7 BCE (SC 
2454.12). 38  The relation between Gotarzes and Mithridates is unclear, but could 
indicate succession tensions towards the end of Mithridates’s reign.39 Some further 
tablets from Babylon attest to dynastic conflict in the city: Gotarzes is deposed, 
perhaps by Orodes I, in 87/6 BCE, who is in turn removed by an unnamed king 
around 80 BCE.40 Further Parthian weakness is evinced by the military encroachment 
of the Armenian Tigranes II.41 The lack of Parthian involvement in the Mithridatic 
Wars might also imply a shift in the region’s axis of politico-military power away 
from Parthia and towards Armenia and Pontus in the early first century.42  
 
                                                
 
36 David G. Sellwood, ‘Wroth’s Unknown Parthian King’, NC 5 (1965): 113–35; David G. Sellwood, 
‘The Drachms of the Parthian “Dark Age”’, JRAS 5 (1976): 2–25; Dąbrowa (2012), 171. 
37 Neilson C. Debevoise, A Political History of Parthia (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1938), 
44; K. Walton Dobbins, ‘The Successors of Mithradates II of Parthia’, NC 15 (1975): 23-24; K. Walton 
Dobbins, ‘Mithradates II and His Successors: A Study of the Parthian Crisis 90-70 B.C.’, Antichthon 8 
(1974): 68-69. 
38 Dobbins (1975), 23. 
39 Gotarzes has been variously understood as an usurper (Dąbrowa: 2012, 171), the power sharing son 
of Mithridates II (Dobbins: 1974, 44), or an independent ruler (Debevoise: 1983, 49). 
40 Dobbins (1975), 24. 
41 David M. Lang, ‘Iran, Armenia and Georgia’, in The Oxford Handbook of Iranian History, ed. 
Touraj Daryaee (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012), 516; Dobbins (1974), 70. 
42 Bivar (1983), 44.  
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5.4 Pontus 
The bronze coinage of Pontus offers useful context, as production closely coincides 
with Hasmonaean bronze coin manufacture. François de Callataÿ has proposed that 
bronze coins were not struck in Pontus before Mithridates VI (120-63 BCE), putting 
the commencement of bronze striking in the region after 120 BCE, and likely closer 
to 110/100 BCE.43 At this time, Mithridates VI begins to strike large quantities of 
bronze at thirteen mints, producing four series until c. 85 BCE, the end of the First 
Mithridatic War, when royal minting ends. 44  Callataÿ critiques Imhoof-Blumer’s 
organisation of Pontic bronze, restructuring his catalogue in the light of hoards, site 
finds, overstrike analysis, and the discovery of many new types.45 Instead, Callataÿ 
organises Mithridatic bronze material into four groups, separated by typology and 
periods of minting.46 A first issue is struck by three mints (Amaseia, Amisus, and 
Sinope) at the close of the second century BCE. It comprises three or four 
denominations of the approximate modules 2.70g / 4.10g (Figure 5.12) / 7.70g, with 
an infrequent c. 2g unit (Artemis / stag; Figure 5.13). This smallest module is 
                                                
 
43  François de Callataÿ, ‘La révision de la chronologie des bronzes de Mithridate Eupator et ses 
conséquences sur la datation des monnayages et des sites du Bosphore Cimmérien’, in Une koiné 
pontique: cités grecques, sociétés indigènes et empires mondiaux sur le littoral nord de la mer noire 
(VIIe s. c.V - IIIe s. P.C.), ed. Alain Bresson, Askold Ivantchik, and Jean-Louis Ferrary (Bordeaux: 
Ausonius, 2007), 271, 281; François de Callataÿ, ‘La monétarisation tardive du Pont et de la 
Paphlagonie’, RBN 153 (2007): 1–8. 
44 Callataÿ, ‘La révision’ (2007), 281; François de Callataÿ, ‘Coins and Archaeology: The (Mis)use of 
Mithridatic Coins for Chronological Purposes in the Bosporan Area’, in Chronologies of the Black Sea 
Area in the Period C. 400-100 BC, ed. Vladimir F. Stolba and Lise Hannestad (Aarhus: Aarhus 
University Press, 2005), 131; cf. Stanley Ireland and Peter Cook, ‘A New Mint for Mithradates VI of 
Pontus?’, NC 168 (2008), 135–39; Deniz B. Erciyas, Wealth, Aristocracy And Royal Propaganda 
Under the Hellenistic Kingdom of the Mithradatids in the Central Black Sea Region of Turkey (Leiden: 
Brill, 2006), 170. 
45 Friedrich Imhoof-Blumer, ‘Die Kupferprägung des mithridatischen Reiches und andere Miinzen des 
Pontus und Paphlagoniens’, NZ 5 (1912): 169–92; Callataÿ, ‘La révision’ (2007), 271-75; Callataÿ 
‘Coins and Archaeology’ (2005), 121-26. 
46 Callataÿ, ‘La révision’ (2007), 276-81. 
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identified by Callataÿ as a chalkous. This is the indivisible unit of the system, on 
whose weight standard the bronze denominations can be identified as multiples.47  
 
 
Figure 5.12 Bronze of Mithridates VI (Amaseia) with Perseus / Dioscuri caps (c. 
4.10g) 
Yale University Art Gallery (2001.87.11023) 
 
  
Figure 5.13 Bronze of Mithridates (Amaseia) with Artemis / stag (c. 1.80g) 
American Numismatic Society (1944.100.41175) 
 
During the first decade of the first century, royal Pontic bronze striking is 
characterised by the frequent production of a c. 7-8g coin with varying types. Callataÿ 
suggests that this was minted in significant numbers as a payment for garrisoned 
troops. Mithridates’s second issue has four denominations with new types, struck to a 
                                                
 
47 Callataÿ, ‘La révision’ (2007), 276. 
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1:2:3:5 weight ratio (i.e., 4g:8g:12g:20g).48 Callataÿ notes the unusual standard of the 
12g denomination, which is not struck again by Mithridates. Callataÿ connects the 
superior denomination of 20.13g with the largest module in the two subsequent series, 
which gradually reduces in weight to 18.61g by the final series. Overstrikes and new 
types distinguish a third issue, which also comprises four denominations. It is based to 
a small module of approximately 1.50g, which is known to have been struck at two 
mints. The common 7-8g modular denomination is struck with two iconographic 
types (Zeus / Eagle type in Figure 5.14; Ares / sword in Figure 5.15): the former is 
commonly found inland, where the latter is rare, and the latter is commonly found on 
the coast, where the former is rare. 
 
  
Figure 5.14 Bronze of Mithridates VI (Sinope) with Zeus / eagle (c. 7.90g) 
American Numismatic Society (1944.100.41849) 
 
  
Figure 5.15 Bronze of Mithridates VI (Amaseia) with Ares / sword (c. 7.93g) 
American Numismatic Society (1971.193.8) 
 
                                                
 
48 Callataÿ, ‘La révision’ (2007), 280. 
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Overstrikes and a hoard sealed in 86 BCE mark a final issue. New types are 
introduced for four denominations on reduced weight standards (c. 2.50g; 3.70g; 7g; 
19g). For the common c. 8g module (Figure 5.16), iterate reduction since the start of 
the first century sees the median weight reduce by about a gram: 8.19g (series 2); 
7.90g (series 3); 7.32g (series 4).49 This has made Callataÿ cautious in identifying the 
module as a tetrachalkous, as Imhoof-Blumer and others have done, which would 
mean a 1:2:4:10 weight ratio.50 Instead, on the basis of the median weight and also 
how the system related to the obol, he suggests a more complex 1:2:3:6:16 relation. 
That is, the 1-2g bronzes are a base unit, with the most common 7-9g coin struck as a 
‘hexachalkous’. 
 
  
Figure 5.16 Bronze of Mithridates VI (Sinope) with aegis / Nike (c. 7.32g) 
American Numismatic Society (1944.100.41858) 
 
5.5 Bithynia  
Bithynian bronze coinage is difficult to reconstruct, having received few systematic 
studies since the nineteenth century.51 Bithynia struck large numbers of bronzes in a 
range of denominations during the first half of the second century BCE, under kings 
Prusias I and II. In addition to some very large modules, their bronzes comprise 
                                                
 
49 Callataÿ, ‘La révision’ (2007), 278, Appendix 5. 
50 Callataÿ, ‘La révision’ (2007), 276. 
51 Theodore Reinach, ‘Essai sur la numismatique des rois de Bithynie’, RN 5 (1887): 220-48, 337–68; 
Imhoof-Blumer (1985); William H. Waddington, Ernest Babelon, and Theodore Reinach, Recueil 
général des monnaies grecques d’Asie Mineure: Pont et Paphlagonie, 2nd ed. (Paris: E. Leroux, 1924). 
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weight standards similar to those we see in Pontus under Mithridates VI: namely, a c. 
7-9g triple or quadruple (Figure 5.17) and a probable base unit of c. 1-2g (Figure 
5.18; Figure 5.19). 
 
   
Figure 5.17 Bronze of Prusias I / II with Athena / Nike (Reinach 14; this coin 28mm / 
9.11g) 
American Numismatic Society (1944.100.41964) 
 
    
Figure 5.18 Bronze of Prusias I / II with eagle / fulmen (Reinach 11?; this coin 7mm / 
0.80g) 
American Numismatic Society (1944.100.41954) 
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Figure 5.19 Bronze of Prusias I / II with horse head / spearhead (Reinach 10; 12mm / 
1.95g). 
American Numismatic Society (1944.100.41949) 
 
The history of Bithynian bronze minting in the late second and early first centuries 
BCE is uncertain. Callataÿ has disputed that Bithynian kings struck any bronze 
coinage after Prusias II, which would set the end of bronze minting around 149 
BCE.52 However, the catalogue by Reinach et al. records two c. 13mm / 2g bronze 
types in the name of Nicomedes, which Reinach attributes to Nicomedes II (149-128 
BCE) (Reinach 20; Figure 5.20).53 William Stancomb dates three series of bronze 
coins to Heraclea Pontica in the second and first centuries BCE, although Callataÿ 
advises caution over their attribution.54 Stancomb’s Series 11, dated 100-70 BCE, 
would be contemporary with Jannaeus and the Bithynian kings Nicomedes III and IV. 
It seems to comprise two denominations distinguished by module: a c. 3-4g 
denomination and a c. 1-2g denomination. The difficulty identifying Bithynian bronze 
coinage in this period does not parallel the situation for silver. Bithynian kings struck 
a large number of Attic weight tetradrachms before Roman annexation (Figure 5.21), 
with output estimated by Callataÿ to have been higher than neighbouring Pontus.55  
 
                                                
 
52 Callataÿ (2011), 262; 270-71. 
53 Waddington, Babelon, and Reinach (1924). 
54 William Stancomb, ‘The Autonomous Bronze Coinage of Heraclea Pontica’, NC 169 (2009): 15–28; 
Callataÿ (2011), 461. 
55 Callataÿ (2009), 85. 
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Figure 5.20 Bronze of Nicomedes (III or IV?) with star / cornucopia; ΒΑΣΙΛΕΩΣ 
ΕΠΙΦΑΝΟΥΣ ΝΙΚΟΜΗΔΟΥ (Reinach 20; this coin 1.62g) 
Yale University Art Gallery (2004.6.2236) 
 
 
Figure 5.21 Tetradrachm of Nicomedes III with portrait / Zeus; ΒΑΣΙΛΕΩΣ 
ΕΠΙΦΑΝΟΥΣ ΝΙΚΟΜΗΔΟΥ ϹΠΡ (year 186 / 112/1 BCE) (this coin 33.9mm / 
16.65g) 
Yale University Art Gallery (2001.87.10857) 
 
To summarise, Bithynian bronze coinage comprises a multi-denominational system at 
least during the first half of the second century. The basic unit of account appears to 
be a 1-2g modular denomination. Larger denominations were expressed as multiples 
of this module and also marked with distinct iconographic types.  
 
The late bronze series from Heraclea Pontica and the possible bronzes of Nicomedes 
III or IV sit uneasily with Callataÿ’s rejection of Bithynian bronze minting after 149 
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BCE. Certainly, given Bithynia’s continued striking of silver, the region does not 
seem to have abandoned monetised exchange altogether in the late second century. It 
is difficult to explain how troop payments, for example, might have been conducted if 
there was a sudden cessation of bronze minting. Perhaps there is a middle ground: 
namely, that under Nicomedes III and IV (120 BCE-74 BCE) bronze output was 
reduced and larger denominations, such as the 7-9g coin, were dropped. Indeed, the 
two Nicomedian bronzes recorded in recueil général are 2g modules, while the first-
century civic series from Heraclea Pontica comprises only 1-2g and 3-4g issues. 
Stancomb notes a decline in weight standards across the civic coins from Heraclea 
Pontica over time.56 A debasement and simplification of the Bithynian bronze system 
might be explained by the dynasty’s disintegrating political control starting around the 
turn of the first century. At this time, during the rule of Jannaeus’s contemporaries 
Nicomedes III and IV, the Bithynian kingdom was reduced from a significant military 
power to an effective vassal of Rome. Around the turn of the first century, Bithynia 
faced considerable political and military pressure as relations deteriorated with their 
Pontic ally, Mithridates VI. Having jointly partitioned Paphlagonia in 108/107 BCE, 
by the turn of the first century Nicomedes III appears in dispute with the Pontic king 
over Cappadocia.57 Pressure likely mounted around 96/95 BCE, when Mithridates VI 
allied with the Armenians and Parthians. By the end of the 90s BCE, Mithridates VI 
had intervened directly in Bithynia by supporting a pretender, which sees Nicomedes 
IV twice lose his throne and regain power only with Roman support. 58 Hence, by the 
start of the First Mithridatic War, Bithynia had become an effective Roman vassal. 
Moreover, the kingdom’s bequest to Rome in 76 BCE could imply a range of political 
stresses, debts to Rome, social disturbances, and an unclear path of dynastic 
                                                
 
56 Stancomb (2009), 27. 
57 John G. F. Hind, ‘Mithridates’, in The Cambridge Ancient History Volume 9: The Last Age of the 
Roman Republic, 146–43 BC, ed. J. A. Crook, Andrew Lintott, and Elizabeth Rawson, 2nd ed. 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994), 141; Marek Jan Olbrycht, ‘Mithridates VI Eupator 
and Iran’, in Mithridates VI and the Pontic Kingdom, ed. Jakob Munk Højte (Aarhus: Aarhus 
University Press, 2009), 172; Brian C. McGing, The Foreign Policy of Mithridates VI Eupator, King of 
Pontus (Leiden: Brill, 1986), 84. 
58  Justin Epitome 38.3.4; Appian Mithridates 10; Hind (1994), 142; Olbrycht (2009), 173, 176; 
McGing (1986), 79, 86; David Braund, ‘Royal Wills and Rome’, PBSR 51 (1983): 29. 
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succession in the light of Mithridates’s designs upon Bithynia.59 Some explanation for 
the deterioration of Bithynian bronze currency might be elicited from the kingdom’s 
declining political stability at this time. 
 
5.6 Ptolemaic bronze (excluding Cyrenaica) 
Cyrenaica (§5.7) is considered separately from Egypt and Cyprus owing to its 
relatively early loss to Rome around 96 BCE. Ptolemaic bronze coin production 
continues in other Ptolemaic possessions after this time. Some comparisons may be 
drawn between Jannaeus’s bronze system and the changes to Ptolemaic bronze in 
Egypt in the late second and early first centuries BCE. Over this period, Ptolemaic 
bronze undergoes a succession of piecemeal weight reductions and a loss of 
denominations.60  
 
Metrological and iconographic studies by Olivier Picard, Thomas Faucher, and 
Catharine Lorber have organised Ptolemaic bronze coinage into ten series marked by 
monetary changes, such as alterations to accounting principles, types, and modules.61 
Their structure emphasises monetary and typological changes over the regnal periods 
preferred by earlier catalogues.62 Metallurgical analyses show a gradual debasement 
of the alloy through increasing lead content, reduction of bronze modules, and the 
simplification of denominations over the course of the second century BCE. By the 
time of Ptolemy VIII, the eight denominations struck by his predecessors in the first 
half of the century had been reduced to three, and a succession of emissions see 
                                                
 
59 Braund (1983), 29, 44-54; Hind (1994), 144-49. 
60 Lorber (2012), 225-26; Faucher and Lorber (2010), 39-40; Picard and Faucher (2012), 66-67. 
61  Picard and Faucher (2012); Picard (2005); Faucher and Lorber (2010); Catharine C. Lorber, 
‘Development of Ptolemaic Bronze Coinage in Egypt’, in L’exception égyptienne: Production et 
échanges Monétaires En Égypte Hellénistique et Romaine, ed. Frédérique Duyrat and Olivier Picard 
(Cairo: Institute français d’archéologie orientale, 2005). As our focus is the structure of bronze 
denominations, we do not discuss the face value of bronzes, bronze accounting units, or their relation 
to silver. See: Faucher and Lorber (2006), 54-59; Picard and Faucher (2012), 62, 64-65 (on later 
series). 
62 Poole (1883); Joannes N. Svoronos, Τα νοµίσµατα του κράτους των Πτολεµαίων (Athens, 1904). 
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iterant module reductions.63 As Lorber and Faucher note, the Ptolemaic bronze of the 
second half of the century (their Series 7) represents a reduced module subset of the 
bronzes struck in the first half of the century (their Series 6). The largest coin under 
Ptolemy VIII continues the Ammon / double eagle type of the largest denomination in 
the first half of the second century, but is struck to a reduced weight standard. That is, 
having started at c. 40g (Series 6a), this coin is cut to c. 30g during the second century 
(Series 6c; Figure 5.22) and then to c. 22g (Series 6d and 7) by the time of Ptolemy 
VIII.  
 
Figure 5.22 Bronze of Ptolemy V / VI with Ammon / double eagle and cornucopia 
mark (Series 6c; 30g; this coin 32.39g) 
Picture credit: Yale University Art Gallery (2004.6.4050) 
 
Initial bronze striking by Ptolemy VIII (Series 7) is a joint issue with Cleopatra II, 
with coins struck in both royal names, forming an approximate 4g:8g:24g weight 
structure (Figure 5.23). Over the course of Ptolemy VIII’s bronze minting, the 
smallest Isis / eagle module (Figure 5.24) is reduced from c. 17mm / 4g to 14mm / 2g, 
and the middle Alexandria / eagle denomination (Figure 5.25) is reduced from c. 
22mm / 8g to 17mm / 4g.64 In discussion of the Karnak hoard, which contains 316 of 
the largest two denominations of this series, Mansour Boraik and Faucher note that 
Series 7 bronzes of all alloy qualities circulated together, without apparent 
                                                
 
63 Picard and Faucher (2012), 66, 79; Faucher and Lorber (2012), 45. 
64 Figures here are from Picard and Faucher (2012), 79-86. They offer marginally different ranges from 
Faucher and Lorber (2012).  
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discrimination.65 The Karnak hoard also shows that although most of the older types 
were removed from circulation, some larger Isis / eagle coins of the earlier series 
supplemented Ptolemy VIII’s coinage. 66  At Paphos, Ptolemy VIII strikes dated 
bronzes with the Ammon / eagle type and a lotus mark on 7-10g modules (Figure 
5.26).67 The weight reduces across its production period, with Svoronos recording 
specimens around 10g in 144 BCE and approximately 7g by 129 BCE (Svoronos 
1621-43).68 Production of these bronzes seems to cease with the king’s expulsion 
from Alexandria and the start of his conflict with Cleopatra II.69 
 
  
Figure 5.23 Bronze of Ptolemy VIII and Cleopatra II with Isis / eagle and ΠΑ mark 
(Series 7a; 3.70g; this coin 4.08g) 
Picture credit: American Numismatic Society (0000.999.48299) 
 
                                                
 
65 Mansour Boraik and Thomas Faucher, ‘Le trésor des bains de Karnak’, in Cahiers de Karnak, vol. 
10 (Cairo: Centre franco-égyptien d’étude des temples de Karnak, 2010), 86. 
66 Boraik and Faucher (2010); 82, 86; Faucher and Lorber (2012), 45. 
67 Catharine C. Lorber, ‘The Lotus of Aphrodite on Ptolemaic Bronzes’, SNR 80 (2001): 39–52. 
68 Svoronos (1904). 
69 Lorber (2012), 225-26. 
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Figure 5.24 Bronze of Ptolemy VIII with Isis / eagle (Series 7c; 13mm / 2g; Svoronos 
1240; this coin 15.5mm / 2.25g) 
Yale University Art Gallery 2004.6.4071 
 
  
Figure 5.25 Bronze of Ptolemy VIII with Alexandria / eagle (Series 7c; 17mm / 
3.20g; Svoronos 1239; this coin 16.7mm / 2.93g) 
Yale University Art Gallery (2001.87.14486) 
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Figure 5.26 Bronze of Ptolemy VIII with Ammon / eagle; LΚΖ / year 27 / 143 BCE 
left of eagle (this coin 8.74g; Svoronos 1622) 
British Museum (1876,0505.42) 
 
A dated series from Ptolemy IX and Cleopatra III has a fixed production point of 
115/4 and 114/3 BCE (LΓ / year 3; LΔ / year 4) (Series 8; Figure 5.27).70 This series 
seems to comprise two denominations, differentiated by module and type: a 25-26mm 
/ 12-16g coin with Ammon / eagle; and an 18-20mm / 7-9g coin with Heracles / eagle. 
The weight ranges of the two modules are large, but the two types clearly form 
separate groups by weight and their fairly small diameter ranges support the 
identification of two denominations. 71  Two hoards, from Gezeir and Megadim, 
comprise only these coins. On this basis, and owing to their unique metrology, these 
coins have been distinguished from other Ptolemaic bronze as a discrete series. They 
were perhaps demonetised in a subsequent currency reform.72  
 
                                                
 
70 Picard and Faucher (2012), 88-90; Faucher and Lorber (2010), 46. 
71 In the Gezeir hoard, diameters are: 20-21mm for 85 of 107 Heracles types; and 26-7mm for 84 of 
106 Ammon types: Faucher and Shahin (2006), 139-40. 
72 Thomas Faucher and Mona Shahin, ‘Le trésor de Gézéïr (lac Mariout, Alexandrie)’, RN 162 (2006): 
135–57, esp. 144; Danny Syon, Catharine C. Lorber, and Ehud Galili, ‘Underwater Ptolemaic Coin 
Hoards from Megadim’, ’Atiqot 74 (2013): 1–8, esp. 3; Picard and Faucher (2012), 88. 
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Figure 5.27 Bronze of Ptolemy IX and Cleopatra III with Ammon /eagle; LΓ / year 3 
right of eagle (this coin 16.27g; Svoronos 1190-1191) 
J. P. Righetti Collection, 085 
 
These dated coins are replaced with a series comprising two denominations that were 
struck in large volumes (Series 9).73 This series is minted with debased alloys of 
increased lead content.74 As with the dated bronzes, the weight ranges are large. The 
most common coin is an Ammon / double eagle type (sometimes a single eagle) 
struck to a theoretical c. 20mm / 8g module but with a large range (Figure 5.28). 
There is a less common 11-13mm / 0.50-1.50g denomination of an Ammon / single 
eagle type (Figure 5.29) with various countermarks (BA / ΒΛ; Svoronos 1732-1733 / 
Picard and Faucher 874-981; Figure 5.30). Hoards suggest that this constitutes a 
discrete series: the Karnak hoard of Series 7 coins contains none of Series 9, with the 
reverse true of the bronze Tebtunis hoard.75 Hoards and site finds from Northern 
Israel show that the larger Ammon / double eagle coin of this series circulates in 
Hasmonaean Judaea, perhaps coming from Cyprus during Ptolemy IX’s incursion at 
the start of Jannaeus’s reign.76 Another coin of this type, with a star and ‘T’ mark in 
                                                
 
73 Picard and Faucher (2012), 89. 
74 Picard and Faucher (2012), 90-104. 
75 Boraik and Faucher (2010); Joseph Milne G., ‘Report on Coins Found at Tebtunis in 1900’, JEA 21, 
no. 2 (1935): 210–16.  
76 Haim Gitler and Alla Kushnir-Stein, ‘The Chronology of a Late Ptolemaic Bronze Coin-Type from 
Cyprus’, INJ 13 (1994-1999): 46–53. 
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the reverse field, has been identified in the Ascalon hoard of 46 bronzes sealed around 
100 BCE (#47), which the authors describe as a collection of coinage from the trade 
route along the western coast of Asia Minor (Figure 5.31).77  
 
  
Figure 5.28 Bronze of Ptolemy IX / X with Ammon / double eagles with cornucopia 
mark left of eagles (Series 9: 19-21mm / 4-8g; this coin 20.9mm / 9.03g) (Svoronos 
1426-1427) 
Yale University Art Gallery (2001.87.14480)78 
 
  
Figure 5.29 Bronze of Ptolemy IX / X (or later) with Ammon / single eagle (Series 9: 
10-13mm / 0.50-1.50g; this coin 11.3mm / 1.10g) 
Yale University Art Gallery (2001.87.12690) 
 
                                                
 
77 Haim Gitler and Ya ’akov Kahanov, ‘A Late Hellenistic Coin Hoard’, in Coin Hoards IX: Greek 
Hoards, ed. Andrew Meadows and Ute Wartenberg (London: Royal Numismatic Society, 2002). 
78 Attributed in the Yale catalogue to Ptolemy VI / VII, but this module and type would not fit Picard, 
Faucher, and Lorber’s ‘Series 6’. 
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Figure 5.30 Bronze of Ptolemy IX / X (or later) with Ammon / single eagle and BΛ 
mark left and right of eagle (Series 9: 0.50-1.50g; this coin 1.23g) 
British Museum (1938,0510.106) 
 
 
Figure 5.31 Bronze of Ptolemy IX / X with Ammon / eagle with cornucopia mark left 
of eagles (this coin 8.62g) (Svoronos 1711) 
British Museum (1913,0212.49) 
 
To review, in the latter half of the second century and early first century there are two 
principal changes to the structure of Ptolemaic bronze coinage. First, there is a loss of 
denominations: the system is cut from eight denominations at the start of the second 
century to two denominations by the end of the century. Second, there is a gradual 
debasement of the alloy and a reduction of weight standards. For example, the weight 
of the largest Ammon / eagle bronze falls from 39.8g (Series 6a) at the start of the 
second century to 22.4g (Series 7c) by the end of the second century. The principal 
Ammon / eagle denomination of Ptolemy IX and his successors (Picard and Faucher’s 
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so-called 40 drachma coin) falls from about 7-9g (Series 8 / end of second century) to 
about 4-8g (Series 9 / first century). 79 This weight reduction might have allowed the 
mint to increase the value of bronze coinage in circulation. That is, by reducing the 
weight of the Series 8 and Series 9 Ammon / eagle coins by about a quarter during the 
early first century, the Ptolemaic mint was able to increase the face value of its output 
by a quarter.  
 
Such expansion of the monetary base would correlate with the political instability, 
rising inflation, and economic decline that have been widely observed for the late 
second and early first centuries BCE. 80  We have more material for Egyptian 
economic life in this period than for Judaea, yet must be cautious in generalising from 
isolated documents. There are a number of documentary sources that detail civil 
uprising and economic disturbance towards the end of the second century in 
Ptolemaic Egypt. These might be grouped around two foci: Ptolemy VIII’s dynastic 
struggle with Cleopatra II in the years preceding 188 BCE, and the conflict between 
Ptolemy IX, Ptolemy X, and Cleopatra III at the turn of the first century.81 
 
Contemporary records, especially papyri from late second-century Kerkeosiris, 
recount civil unrest at the time of Ptolemy VIII and Cleopatra II’s conflict.82 A report 
dated 113 BCE (P. Tebt. 1.72) and a petition from 115-10 BCE (P. Lond. 2.401) 
describe periods of unrest (τῆς ἀµειξίας). 83  Correspondence dated 131 BCE refers to 
                                                
 
79 Faucher and Lorber (2010), 53; Picard and Faucher (2012), 189. 
80 E.g., Préaux (1939), 13; Will (1967), 367; Dorothy J. Crawford, Kerkeosiris: An Egyptian Village in 
the Ptolemaic Period (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1971), 1; Manning (2003), 130; 
Faucher and Lorber (2010), 53; Christelle Fischer-Bovet, Army and Society in Ptolemaic Egypt 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2014), 6-11. 
81 Although native sedition has been identified from as early as 217 BCE, with the admittance of native 
Egyptians to the army by Ptolemy IV, to follow Polybius (Histories V.107). 
82 Arthur M. F. W. Verhoogt, Menches, Komogrammateus of Kerkeosiris: The Doings and Dealings of 
a Village Scribe in the Late Ptolemaic Period (120-110 BC) (Leiden: Brill, 1998); Crawford (1971). 
83 ‘τῶν τῆς ἀµειξίας χρόνων’ (P. Tebt. 1.72, 45-46); ‘ἐν τοῖς τῆς ἀµειξίας [κ]αιροῖς’ (P. Lond. 2.401, 
20); Crawford (1971), 70 notes 3-4; Jane Rowlandson, Women and Society in Greek and Roman Egypt: 
A Sourcebook (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), 112 note 2. 
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some disorder (τῆς ταραχῆ[ς]) that prevents fishing. 84 A report from 110-08 BCE 
appears to recount a non-routine fiscal verification (ἐπίσκεψις) of a royal endowment, 
which might imply administrative breakdown or corruption. 85  This social and 
economic disturbance has been linked with the civil war between Ptolemy VIII and 
Cleopatra II, which likely explains military activity in Hermonthis in 130 BCE, 
described in a letter (P. Dryton 36).86 Often cited in connection to these reports is the 
118 BCE amnesty of crimes and charges by Ptolemy VIII, Cleopatra II, and Cleopatra 
III (P. Tebt. 1.5). This decree notes structural deterioration on social, fiscal, and 
administrative levels.87 The amnesty describes agricultural decline, difficulty with 
arrears and unpaid taxes, and disputes with corrupt officials who are extorting 
workers and requisitioning royal land. Under Ptolemy IX, dynastic conflict seems to 
recommence, and by the time of his final accession in Alexandria in 88 BCE, civil 
revolt is attested in the Thebaid.88 A collection of letters dated 88 BCE from the 
                                                
 
84 ‘ἐὰν τῆς ταραχῆ[ς παυσαµένης ο]ἱ ἁλιεῖς δυνηθῶσι ἀγρεύειν τὸν [αὐτὸν τρόπον]’ (UPZ 2.225, 14-
15). 
85 Hélène Cuvigny, L’arpentage par espèces dans l’Égypte ptolémaïque d’après les papyrus grecs, 
Papyrologica bruxellensia (Bruxelles: Fondation égyptologique reine Élisabeth, 1985), 77 #27, 122-23. 
86 P. Dryton 36, 10-11: ‘to put down the masses in Hermonthis’ (καταστεῖσαι τοὺς ἐν Ἑρµώνθει 
ὄχλους); John L. White, Light from Ancient Letters (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1986), 77 #43; Roger 
S. Bagnall and Peter Derow, The Hellenistic Period: Historical Sources in Translation (Oxford: John 
Wiley & Sons, 2008), 94 #53. 
87 Préaux (1939), 13, 499; Jean Bingen and Roger S. Bagnall, Hellenistic Egypt: Monarchy, Society, 
Economy, Culture (Berkeley, C.A.: University of California Press, 2007), chapter 14; Michael M. 
Austin, The Hellenistic World from Alexander to the Roman Conquest: A Selection of Ancient Sources 
in Translation (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981), 382 #231; Bagnall and Derow (2008), 
95 #54. 
88 For dates and summaries see: White (1986), 92-93; Christelle Fischer-Bovet, ‘Egyptian Revolts’, in 
The Encyclopedia of Ancient History, ed. Roger S. Bagnall (Malden, MA: Wiley-Blackwell, 2013). 
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Thebaid attests to the militarisation of the region as part of a civil conflict with 
Ptolemy IX.89 
 
Other evidence of political decline and economic stress has been elicited from 
documents discussing changes to tax beneficial plots of land assigned to army settlers 
(cleruchs). Beside the Ptolemy VIII amnesty (P. Tebt. 1.5), a petition dated c. 118 
BCE (P. Tebt. 1.124) and a decree from 61/60 BCE (BGU 4.1185) refer to the 
privatisation of cleruchs. A petition from c. 137 BCE (P. Lips. 2.124) implies a tax 
hike on cleruchs.90 It is possible that the privatisation and tax hikes are evidence of 
economic decline and deteriorating royal control. 91  However, Christelle Fischer-
Bovet has argued that these changes might be better understood as deliberate policies 
to maximise revenue and productivity.92 
 
5.7 Cyrenaica 
Under the region’s final three rulers, Ptolemy VIII, Ptolemy IX, and Apion, who ruled 
163-96 BCE, Cyrenaica produced a significant quantity of bronze coinage: 82% of 
Cyrenaican bronzes struck after 300 BCE are attributable to these kings. 93  Ted 
Buttrey has revised and updated the earlier attributions of Reginald Poole.94 Ptolemy 
                                                
 
89 E.g., P. Bour 10, 11-14: the writer Platon addresses an apparent military leader Nechthyres, that he 
‘will do well to guard and govern the place’ (κ̣αλῶς ποιήσεις συντηρῶν τὸν τόπον καὶ προιστάµενος). 
Edmond Van’t Dack ‘Le retour de Ptolémée IX Sotèr II en Égypte et la fin du règne de Ptolémée X 
Alexandre I’ in Edmond Van’t Dack et al., The Judean-Syrian-Egyptian Conflict of 103-101 B.C. A 
Multilingual Dossier Concerning A ‘War of Sceptres’ (Brussel: Comité Klassieke Studies, 1989), 136-
50; White (1986) 93-97 #56-58; Bagnall and Derow (2008), 106 #58.  
90 P. Tebt. 1.124, 30-31: ‘some have yielded up plots while others have exchanged plots’ (τινες… 
παρακεχωρήκασι τοῖς [κληροῖς?] ἄλλοι δὲ ἠλ̣λαγµένοι εἰσὶν τ̣ο̣ῦ ̣κλήρου). P. Lips. 2.124, 21-22: ‘since 
we formerly paid the allotted proportion of the cavalry rent (ἐ̣π̣ε̣ὶ πρότερον µὲν̣ ἐ̣τε̣λοῦµεν τὰ [εἰς τὴν 
ἱ]ππικὴν π[ρόσοδον κ]αθήκοντα). 
91 Préaux (1939), 400-03, 463-72; Crawford (1971), 53-58. 
92 Bagnall and Derow (2008), 287; Fischer-Bovet (2014), 221-33. 
93 Ted V. Buttrey (1998), 43; Ted V. Buttrey, ‘The Coins and the Cult’, Expedition 34 (1992): 59–63. 
94 Reginald S. Poole, A Catalogue of the Greek Coins in the British Museum: The Ptolemies, Kings of 
Egypt (London: British Museum, 1883). 
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VIII struck some very large bronze modules (Figure 5.32), which Buttrey dates to the 
king’s reign before taking Egypt (145 BCE), since they are without parallel at 
Alexandria. Buttrey suggests that they might have been celebratory.95 
 
 
Figure 5.32 Bronze of Ptolemy VIII with Ammon / eagle; Φ mark (Buttrey 282 
without Φ: 44mm / 40.91g; this coin 35.90g) 
British Museum (1849,0717.12) 
 
After taking Egypt (145 BCE), Ptolemy VIII reforms Cyrenaican bronze. At the base 
of his new system are three denominations with an approximate 2g:4g:8g weight 
structure and an Ammon / eagle (Figure 5.34) type.96 Ammon / eagle coins on larger 
c. 10-12g and c. 20g modules might constitute some large denominations from this 
period (Figure 5.36). Buttrey notes that the smaller Ammon / eagle coins seem to 
have been struck over a period of time, owing to an observable deterioration in their 
production quality.97 Ptolemy VIII also strikes bronzes with a Soter / Libya type, 
which Buttrey puts late in Ptolemy VIII’s reign. 
                                                
 
95 Buttrey (1998), 43. 
96 Catharine C. Lorber, ‘The Coinage of the Ptolemies’, in The Oxford Handbook of Greek and Roman 
Coinage, ed. William E. Metcalf (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012), 225. A Soter / Libya type is 
also struck towards the end of his reign: Buttrey (1998), 45. 
97 Buttrey (1998), 45. 
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Figure 5.33 Bronze of Ptolemy VIII with Ammon / eagle; ΘΣ mark (Buttrey 289:  
20mm / 4.43g; this coin 5.25g) 
British Museum (1841,B.3708) 
 
 
 
Figure 5.34 Bronze of Ptolemy VIII with Ammon / eagle; Φ mark (Svoronos 1642; 
Buttrey 284-250: 25mm / 10.97g; this coin 9.38g) 
British Museum (1849,0717.31) 
 
Ptolemy VIII’s successor, Ptolemy IX (116 BCE until sometime between 104-01 
BCE), strikes only the lower two denominations of his predecessor (c. 2g and 4g).98 
Ptolemy IX introduces new reverse types struck in addition to the eagle type: a double 
                                                
 
98 Dates from Bagnall (1976), 27. 
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cornucopia for the larger module, and an Isiac headdress type for the base 2g module. 
This perhaps aided differentiation between the modules. The wide weight and 
diameter range for these small c. 2g coins leads Buttrey to separate the known corpus 
of specimens into two modules: a larger 2.19g (eagle) / 2.43g (headdress) module, 
and a smaller 1.52g (eagle) / 1.65g (headdress) module (possibly Figure 5.35 and 
Figure 5.36). He describes ‘a gap of some nature’ between the two groups, since their 
combined weights do not fit a normal distribution. He suggests that they might have 
been struck simultaneously perhaps at different mints, or struck sequentially with the 
smaller module coming later as a reduced weight issue.99 This latter suggestion is my 
preferred interpretation. We have observed gradual reduction of the basic bronze 
module across the Hellenistic near east in the late second and early first centuries. 
Moreover, it provides a metrological link to the mean weight of 1.30g for the single 
modular denomination of Ptolemy IX’s successor. 
 
 
Figure 5.35 Bronze of Ptolemy IX or Apion (?) with Ammon / eagle (possibly Buttrey 
428; this coin 1.33g) 
British Museum (1849,0717.30)100 
 
                                                
 
99 Buttrey (1998), 46. 
100 Attributed to Ptolemy VIII by British Museum, but unclear. 
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Figure 5.36 Bronze of Ptolemy IX or Apion (?) with Ammon / Isiac headdress 
(possibly Buttrey 442; this coin 1.60g) 
Fitzwilliam Museum (CM.LS.1209-R)101 
 
Ptolemy Apion succeeds Ptolemy IX and rules Cyrenaica until bequeathing the 
kingdom to Rome at his death in 96 BCE. 102  He continues his predecessors’ 
iconography, but all of his coins fall into a normal distribution around a mean of 
1.30g. This leads Buttrey to suggest that Apion strikes only a single, low value 
denomination (possibly Figure 5.35 and Figure 5.36). 
 
To summarise, Cyrenaican bronze coinage comprises a multi-denominational system 
under Ptolemy VIII. By the end of his reign, the largest modules are dropped, and his 
successor, Ptolemy IX, strikes only the two lower modular denominations. Ptolemy 
IX also introduces reduced modules of the base unit, which are closer to 1.50g than 
2.00-2.50g. If these reduced modules were struck after the heavier modules, it 
provides a link to the final Cyrenaican ruler. Apion strikes only a single bronze 
denomination of 1.30g.103 The deterioration of the denominational complexity and the 
weight standard of the Cyrenaican bronze system might be set against Cyrenaica’s 
likely political instability at the end of the second century. Following the death of 
Ptolemy VIII (116 BCE), it is difficult to be certain as to the extent to which 
Ptolemaic rulers exerted meaningful control over Cyrenaica. 104 Inscriptional evidence 
                                                
 
101 Attributed to Ptolemy X by Fitzwilliam Museum but unclear. 
102 Braund (1983), 23; Bagnall (1976), 27. 
103 Buttrey (1998), 47. 
104 Bagnall (1976), 27; David Braund, ‘The Social and Economic Context of the Roman Annexation of 
Cyrenaica’, in Cyrenaica in Antiquity, ed. Graeme Barker, John Lloyd, and Joyce Reynolds (Oxford: 
BAR, 1986). 
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attests to Ptolemy IX’s rule in Cyrenaica after Ptolemy VIII. Yet, we might question 
how his rule was affected by his exile to Cyprus or the possible interference from 
Apion prior to 104 BCE.105 Stewart Oost delineates some of the probable stresses in 
Cyrenaica at this time in the light of the region’s tyranny following Apion’s death 
(Plutarch Moralis 255-57). 106  Further, as we noted in relation to the bequest of 
Bithynia to Rome, the bequest of Cyrenaica to Rome by Apion likely implies internal 
political collapse and economic stress.107  
 
5.8 Conclusion 
Three observations may be made on the basis of the comparative study in this chapter. 
First, the 1.98g bronze in the Judaean Series 1 parallels the chalkous in all of the 
bronze currency systems we considered. This bronze module base coin is struck by 
Seleucid kings in the region from as early as Antiochus III’s Apollo / standing Apollo 
at Ptolemais (1.33-1.48g) and the quasi-autonomous royal portrait / club at Tyre 
(0.96-1.60g). In Jannaeus’s time, a 2.50-3.00g module is struck by Antiochus VIII 
and IX, and a c. 2g module by Demetrius III and Antiochus XII. The Parthian bronze 
system comprises multiples of the c. 2g chalkous, while Callataÿ also identifies a 
single, indivisible bronze unit weighing between 1g and 2g as the modular foundation 
of Pontic bronze system. This contextual observation, taken with the typological and 
metrological integrity of Judaea’s cornucopia / inscription type coins, indicates that 
we are justified in grouping all cornucopia / inscription bronzes as a single modular 
denomination.  
 
Second, we find support in defining Jannaeus’s Series 2 as a reduced weight issue of 
Series 1, and not a discrete denomination. We found no instance of a contemporary 
bronze system with two denominations of c. 1g and c. 2g. We did observe the gradual 
reduction of bronze weight standards over time. This offers a parallel for Jannaeus’s 
                                                
 
105 SEG 38-1899 and 9-62; Roger S. Bagnall, ‘Stolos the Admiral’, Phoenix 26, no. 4 (1972): 358–68; 
Édouard Will, Histoire politique du monde hellénistique: 323-30 av. J.-C., 2e ed. (Nancy: Presses 
universitaires de Nancy, 1967), 320. 
106 Stewart I. Oost, ‘Cyrene, 96-74 B.C.’, CP 58, no. 1 (1963): 11–25. 
107 Brand (1983). 
294 
 
Series 2. Bronze coin weight was steadily reduced across: the four bronze series of the 
Pontic Mithridates VI; the Cyrenaican minting of Ptolemy IX and Apion; the 
Egyptian bronzes of the second century (Series 6-7); and the minting of the Parthian 
Mithridates II. In some cases, a new series was struck on reduced modules and 
marked by new iconographic types. For example, the Seleucid Antiochus VIII strikes 
a new portrait / rose type on a reduced 0.78-2.10g module during his final reign at 
Antioch on the Orontes (SC 2316). The Parthian Mithridates II strikes a new club type 
on a reduced c. 1g module during the final issue of one mint (possibly Nisa). In 
Cyrenaica, a late series from Ptolemy IX or Apion introduces a new Tyche / Dioscuri 
caps type on reduced c. 1.10g modules. This makes probable a scenario of 10-13mm / 
0.50-2.50g modules of varying iconographic types circulating together, as a result of 
mints’ gradual weight reductions and the introduction of new types. Hence, in 
Bithynia, both c. 1g eagle / fulmen bronzes (Reinach 11) and c. 2g horse head / spear 
(Reinach 10) bronzes might have circulated at once. In Cyrenaica under Ptolemy IX 
and Apion, a motley collection of bronzes weighing less than 2g, with headdress, 
eagle, or Dioscuri cap designs, circulated together. Set in this light, the situation 
proposed in this thesis for Jannaeus’s Series 2 is not exceptional: Jannaeus introduced 
a new type and gradually reduced the weight standard of the basic 0.50-2.50g bronze 
unit in concert with rulers across the Near East. As such, we might propose a situation 
where a mix of <2g bronze coins with two iconographic types were available to 
Judaean merchants and mercenaries. To reiterate: neither the introduction of a new 
type nor the weight reduction of Series 2 are exceptional monetary policies and do not 
indicate Series 2 as a new denomination. 
 
Third, and most crucially for our purposes, we might draw a general and tentative 
correlation between monetary systems and their political context. In kingdoms where 
dynastic conflicts and native sedition undermined centralised control and politico-
economic instability, we observed the deterioration of bronze currencies. At a time 
where the 8g bronze was Mithridates VI’s most common denomination, the only 
denomination of the Seleucid Antiochus XII, and one of three denominations of the 
Seleucid Demetrius III and the Parthian Mithridates II, some reason must be sought 
for Judaea’s single denomination of 1-2g.  
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Difficulty sourcing alloy cannot be deemed responsible, given the large amounts of 
bronze Jannaeus struck overall. A pecuniary decision also seems unlikely, since the 
seigniorage of bronze coinage could have been greater for larger modules.108 One 
possible explanation is that coinage was tailored to the demands of each kingdom, and 
that Jannaeus did not need the same denominations as his Seleucid and Pontic 
counterparts. This would be to identify the lack of Hasmonaean denominations as a 
choice and would not contradict a model of militaristic patrimony. An alternative, but 
by no means conclusive, theory is that the differing monetary systems reflect the 
constitution of centralised organisation in each region. Jannaeus, relative to Demetrius 
III or Mithridates IV for example, did not control the political infrastructure to 
maintain a more complex structure than a single denomination, token system. That is, 
under Jannaeus, the state oversaw a comparatively basic circulatory network of small 
change, potentially only between soldier and farmer and back to the Jannaeus via 
temple revenues. This would leave Judaean political organisation open to a range of 
non-centralised and non-monarchical power brokers, such as regional leaders and 
landowners, who could have controlled, regulated and profited from non-monetised 
channels of exchange. This would not be consistent with a model of militaristic 
patrimony.  
 
Some degree of support, although not proof, for this hypothesis may be taken from 
the correlation between states with relatively simple, deteriorating bronze monetary 
systems and those states with weakly constituted political centres, which were 
suffering the economic pressure of successive military losses or civil wars. This is 
best documented in Egypt around Ptolemy VIII and Cleopatra II’s conflict (up to 118 
BCE) and the internecine disputes following Ptolemy VIII’s death (from 116 BCE). It 
is also apparent in Bithynia under Nicomedes III and IV (120 BCE-74 BCE); in 
Cyrenaica after Ptolemy VIII’s death (116 BCE); and during the final years of 
                                                
 
108 Otto Mørkholm, Early Hellenistic Coinage: From the Accession of Alexander to the Peace of 
Apamea (336-188 BC), ed. Philip Grierson and Ulla Westermark (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 1991), 19; David M. Schaps, ‘War and Peace, Imitation and Innovation, Backwardness and 
Development: The Beginnings of Coinage in Ancient Greece and Lydia’, in Explaining Monetary and 
Financial Innovation, ed. Peter Bernholz and Roland Vaubel (New York: Springer International 
Publishing, 2014), 39;  
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Mithridates II’s reign in Parthia (end of the first decade of the first century BCE). 
Indeed, Jannaeus’s bronze system appears to have been less complex than that of any 
contemporary, save Apion in Cyrenaica or perhaps Nicomedes IV in Bithynia. Apion 
produces a single 1.30g modular denomination of ‘wretched’ (Buttrey) quality, and 
Nicomedes possibly strikes a single 1-2g bronze denomination. A plausible correlate 
exists between Jannaeus’s Series 2 and the political background to Ptolemy IX and 
Apion’s reductions of bronze coin weight and denominational complexity.  
 
To review, we cannot put any quantitative point on the strength of correlation 
between simple bronze monetary systems and the lack of tightly constituted, political 
centres. However, we can note that there is at least a reasonable model of 
Hasmonaean economic life that sees Jannaeus occupying a relatively limited role in 
economic flows. Jannaeus, via a single, low-value bronze coin, may have facilitated 
the circulation of small-scale disbursements to his troops by guaranteeing, perhaps via 
the temple, that vendors could hand these bronze coins back to the state in return for, 
by means of example, small animal sacrifices or temple donations. In so far as this 
leaves open to local landowners and politicians the regulation, exploitation and 
mediation of other transactions, especially those mid-value exchanges not easily 
conducted with the chalkous and Tyrian tetradrachm, the degree of centralised 
political power in Judaea would not be as pervasive as some proponents of militaristic 
patrimony suggest. This puts the burden of proof on those advocates of strongly 
centralised Jannaean rule. Although not definitive proof of the less centralised nature 
of Jannaean political organisation, it stands that Jannaeus’s bronze monetary system 
resembles his weaker contemporaries more closely than it does the states of 
Mithridates VI or Demetrius III. I would suggest that the burden of proof sits with 
those who wish to claim that Jannaeus ranked among the dominant political masters 
of his day while also controlling a monetary system that would be an exception 
among his regionally significant peers. 
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6 Conclusion: A Political Economy of 
Hasmonaean Judaea 
 
The thesis attempts to change a common understanding of Judaean political 
organisation by recommending political economy as an alternative method of 
Hasmonaean political analysis. In so doing, the thesis aims to show that the balance of 
evidence is not in a position to support militaristic patrimony as a model of 
Hasmonaean political infrastructure. Political economy draws on research emphases 
from some recent anthropological and archaeological studies into early complex 
societies. Political economy examines the relation between political institutions and 
economic activity in order to understand the anatomy of socio-political organisation 
in a given society. Political economy draws attention to the variety of non-centralised 
and non-militaristic influences on political organisation. It was noted how political 
economy has been productively employed in the study of socio-political organisation 
of Ptolemaic, Seleucid and Roman states (§2.3-2.4). Hence, a failure to engage with 
political economy puts Hasmonaean political historiography at a lag with wider 
Hellenistic research. 
 
The thesis opened with a review of our major sources concerning Judaean political 
organisation during the Hasmonaean period (chapter 1). It was noted that a 
considerable body of scholarship assumes a broadly literal approach to textual 
sources, basing reconstructions of Judaean political life on the authority of 1 
Maccabees and Jewish Antiquities 13. We noted a common depiction by historians of 
the Hasmonaean kingdom as a militaristic patrimony. That is, political power is 
commonly understood as a personal prerogative of a tightly constituted and 
centralised Hasmonaean royal household. At the same time, it was noted how 
militaristic force is commonly emphasised above all other organisational processes in 
Judaean state society. This risks the neglect of potential non-violent influences on 
socio-political order, such as social status, class, legalism, ritual, benefaction and gift 
exchange, or non-centralised rural hierarchies. 
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The thesis attempts a political economy of Hasmonaean Judaea. In so doing, I propose 
a correlation between economic and socio-political organisation: which is to say that 
the nature of the Hasmonaean monetary system might indicate the probability that 
Judaea bore a tightly constituted, patrimonial and militaristic centre. In order to 
launch this proposition, the thesis addressed the nature, function, and importance of 
bronze coinage in the period. Given the close relation between the issues of initial 
purpose and continued function, we first discussed the origin and purpose of coinage. 
The thesis highlighted that there is a broad acceptance among historians that coinage 
was primarily intended to meet state payments, but may also have been produced with 
an eye to facilitate trade or display civic pride. The principal features of Jannaean 
coinage were examined, including the context of pre-Jannaean coins, the iconography, 
the inscriptions, the minting process, and ten hoards containing Hasmonaean bronzes. 
Two conclusions were drawn. First, it was argued that coin iconography and legends 
offer a poor subject for political economy. Although it is clear that coin types and 
legends were deliberately chosen in order to say something about the coinage, we 
have very little access to the subjective attitudes of Judaeans towards symbols and 
scripts. Furthermore, we cannot assess how far Jannaeus and his advisors participated 
in coin design. As such, without denying the importance of coin iconography and 
legends as a source for the reconstruction of Hellenistic identities, it was suggested 
that a firmer base for our political economy might be sought in the structure of 
denominations and the functional attributes of coinage. Second, we noted from the 
hoards some evidence for the relative dating of Jannaeus’s cornucopia / inscription 
coins before his anchor / star coins. This is somewhat logical: we might expect 
Jannaeus to have continued the design of his predecessors before introducing new 
types and scripts. Furthermore, the anchor / star type is the only coin carrying 
occasional dates, with some issues struck ‘year 25’. This offers some support for a 
dating of the type towards the end of Jannaeus’s reign, although we cannot be certain 
if the dated issues were among the first or last of this type to be struck. 
 
In chapter 4, an attempt was made to identify a system of denominations. To do this, a 
survey of 3,106 Hasmonaean coins was made. Iconographic and metrological data 
were collected for each coin. The coins were organised into typological groups 
according to their main type (cornucopia / inscription; anchor / star; anchor / flower; 
and flower / palm) and also into subgroups, based on monarchical reign and the 
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scripts used (§4.4). The mean weight and diameter of the iconographic groups and 
subgroups were compared using an independent samples t-test. This led us to identify 
all cornucopia / inscription coins as Series 1. We identified all Jannaeus’s anchor / 
star coins as Series 2. The cornucopia / inscription coins were found to have been 
struck to a significantly different modular standard (weight and diameter) to the other 
types, but we were unable to accept that each monarch had struck cornucopia / 
inscription coins to different standards. Hence, an approximate modular denomination 
of 2g / 14mm was proposed for Series 1: namely, the chalkous. 
 
The anchor / star coins of Series 2 were found to have been struck to a different 
modular standard from Series 1. In addition, the Greek and Aramaic subgroups were 
found to have a different mean weight and diameter. No single modular standard was 
obvious for Series 2: the weights of sampled coins from this iconographic group had a 
large variance and range relative to Series 1. I suggest that Jannaeus issued the new 
anchor / star type at the same time as gradually reducing the module of the basic 
bronze unit of the Judaean currency. Over time, the basic unit of bronze exchange in 
Judaea was reduced from the 2g / 14mm module, until it became to be only nominally 
struck around 1g / 13mm, with some specimens considerably smaller. I do not think 
the balance of evidence favours Series 2 as a half-denomination of Series 1. The 
hoards reviewed do not indicate simultaneous minting of Series 1 and 2. Moreover, no 
parallel bronze system in the Hellenistic Near East comprises a bipartite 1g and 2g 
modular system. In contrast, there is wide contextual support for our description of 
Series 2 as a modular reduction of the basic bronze unit. This could have been in 
response to military pressure or inflation: effectively, by halving the weight standard 
of the bronze unit, Jannaeus was able to double the value of bronze coinage in 
production, so long as Series 2 maintained parity with the face value of Series 1.  
 
Only a few sampled coins did not fit the scheme above. Some non-overstruck anchor / 
flower types might have been demonetised and withdrawn from circulation. Their 
mean weight was significantly different from Series 1 and Series 2. A small number 
of flower / palm coins were sampled. Their mean weight was significantly different 
from Series 1. We noted in chapter 5 some infrequent issues of reduced module 
bronzes (c. 1g / 10mm) with new types, such as from Antiochus VII, Ptolemy IX, and 
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Mithridates II of Parthia. The flower / palm coins might be best identified as a brief, 
reduced module series. 
 
A possible reconstruction of monetary exchange was offered for Judaea in the 
conclusion to the chapter (§4.10.2). Given the quantity of coinage and its wide 
distribution, it was suggested that coinage was not incidental to the Hasmonaean 
economy, but likely saw use outside the specific context of its initial placement. 
Following the discussion of the origins and purpose of coinage in §3.2, the thesis 
agreed that military disbursement, and perhaps other state remuneration such as of 
builders and officials, is the most likely candidate for initial distribution of coinage. It 
was argued that the process by which this coinage was afforded value in the economy 
would have relied on more than the stamp of authority on the coin. Rather, it was 
suggested that a fiduciary system might only function if a state guarantees the receipt 
of the very same bronze coins it distributed to meet its obligations. In other words, the 
state plays a role in both initial disbursement of payments via coinage and also the 
collection of taxes, fines or temple revenues via these coins. This brings the Jannaean 
state into the remit of determining value, arbitrating transactions, and possibly 
exploiting the system to extract profit. As a result, within the structure of social 
organisation, the central authority replaces to some extent non-monetary wealth, 
power relationships whereby labourers were paid in kind, and the need for 
infrastructural complexity at the level of regional administrators, strongmen and 
landowners.  
 
The statistical work in chapter 4 indicates that all the coinage of Jannaean is of a 
single denomination of a low-value (chalkous) in relation to contemporary Hellenistic 
systems. Moreover, this coin experiences modular reduction over Jannaeus’s reign 
from about 2g and 14mm to 1g and 12mm. Jannaeus struck no silver, but Judaea did 
use Tyrian silvers. As scholarship stands, the weight of evidence favours the view that 
these shekels saw general economic use outside any specific role in an annual temple 
tax. Within this system, Jannaeus’s coin, as a chalkous, presumably had a value of 
1/192 of a tetradrachm. A question was raised as to the way in which mid-value 
transactions, such 50-70 chalkoi, were conducted in the absence of bronze multiples 
and the seeming lack of quarter shekels. The bronzes may have been counted, 
although this seems practically awkward, or coins may have been weighed, although 
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this runs somewhat counter to the nature of fiduciarity. Alternatively, we might 
suggest that mid-value transactions were often performed in kind.  
 
An attempt was made to explain the relation of this system to Hasmonaean politics. 
On the one hand, it might be argued that the coinage might indicate relatively little 
about the quality of the centralised state: namely, Jannaeus struck coins according to 
need and found that the chalkous was sufficient for military pay. I offer nothing to 
counter this thesis; yet, in so far as history is the exercise of educated reconstructions, 
I offer an opposing hypothesis that draws a connection between the structure of 
bronze denominations and the degree to which a polity displays a tightly constituted 
political centre. More precisely, the absence of higher value bronzes might indicate, 
but by no means proves, that Jannaeus’s government lacked the complexity to sustain 
a more structured monetary system. In other words, the Jannaean state played a 
relatively simplistic role in the Judaean economy: it is plausible that Jannaeus made 
frequent disbursements to military personnel and, to maintain circulation, collected 
these small coins back via the temple, of which he was high priest, by selling 
sacrifices or collecting donations. The implication is that the mid-value parts of the 
Hasmonaean economy, such as trades of livestock or large loans, were not always 
conducted with Jannaean coinage. The result would be that other power brokers, such 
as regional administrators, local strongmen and influential landowners, were in a 
position to control, exploit or mediate these portions of the Judaean economy. This 
constitutes a power sharing or dilution of militaristic patrimony, in so far as it runs 
counter to the idea of ‘Hasmonaean supremacy’ (Dąbrowa) as the ‘highest authority’ 
in Judaea (Trampedach), with all territories existing as Jannaeus’s personal property 
(e.g., Schafer) subject to a pervasive and coercive social homogenisation programme.1 
 
As we have noted, the evidence does not exist to prove my hypothesis against the 
alternative view that Jannaeus may well have commanded a strong central state and 
simply decided not to strike bronze multiples. However, an approach broadly aligned 
with the statistical method applied in chapter 4 does indicate that the balance of 
evidence lies against this view. Having established a hypothesis and explained the 
                                                
 
1 Dąbrowa, Hasmoneans and Their State (2010), 112; Trampedach (2013), 253; Schäfer (2003), 66 
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reasons for its plausibility, but not proof of its certainty, it is reasonable to use a 
comparative approach to identify whether supportive correlations exist between the 
type of bronze monetary system and the type of political constitution in other states. 
This is congruent with statistical methodology: namely, we establish a hypothesis, 
which is given above, and the variables, which are namely the structure of bronze 
coinage and the stability of centralised political authority. Given that this is a 
qualitative exercise, we cannot give a numerical point to the statistical certainty of 
any correlation. However, if Jannaeus’s monetary system would constitute an 
exception among peers who were strongly centralised and regionally dominant 
leaders, then we might say that the balance of evidence falls against a model of 
militaristic patrimony. 
 
In chapter 5, we found support for the identification of Series 1 as a basic unit of 
bronze accounting and exchange. It parallels the c. 2g modular denomination found at 
the base of all comparable monetary systems in the Near East around the turn of the 
first century. Given this modular denomination parallels the modular denomination 
identified for the cornucopia / inscription coins in our sample of Hasmonaean 
coinage, I propose an identification of the Judaean Series 1 as the chalkous. Second, 
we noted the gradual reduction of bronze weight standards over time in many 
neighbouring Hellenistic monetary systems. In some cases, a reduced issue of the 
basic modular denomination occurred with the striking of new iconographic types. 
This was observed under the Seleucid king Antiochus VII, the Pontic king Mithridates 
VI, and the Ptolemaic and Cyrenaican king Ptolemy IX. In Egypt (Faucher, Lorber 
and Picard’s Series 9) and Cyrenaica (coinage of Apion), the range of weights around 
the reduced standard increases, as we note for Jannaeus’s Series 2. This provides 
some contextual support for my explanation of Series 2: Jannaeus reduced the 
modular standard of the Series 1 bronze unit, approximately halving its weight, and 
marked the issue with the introduction of new iconography. To me, this is a more 
plausible explanation than identifying Series 2 as a half-denomination. As noted, a 
bipartite 1g and 2g bronze system would be unique among Hellenistic monetary 
systems. Moreover, our sample’s wide range of weights and diameters and its non-
normal distribution make it difficult to identify a singular modular standard for Series 
2. It is my suggestion that Series 2 represents Jannaeus’s reduction of the Judaean 
chalkous, which had hitherto been struck to the Series 1 standard of c. 2g / 14mm. 
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Similar weight reduction is paralleled in Cyrenaica, Egypt, Parthia, and parts of 
Seleucid Syria at the same time. 
 
Third, the comparison with Hellenistic currency systems in chapter 5 drew attention 
to the lack of modular denominations above the chalkous in the Judaean monetary 
system. Unlike Jannaeus’s contemporaries, there is no evidence of multiples of the c. 
2g / 14mm bronze unit. Rather, the Judaean system appears to have functioned 
exclusively with this single denomination. In this, Judaean monetary exchange 
parallels only the systems under Apion in Cyrenaica and possibly also in Bithynia 
under Nicomedes IV. In Cyrenaica and Bithynia, the deterioration of bronze currency 
to the point of a single c. 1-2g unit occurred with declining centralised control, 
political instability, and military pressure. For both kingdoms, the bronze currency 
reaches a single c. 1g unit under their final kings before Roman annexation, against a 
backdrop of internal sedition and foreign military interference. I suggest a similar 
political context for Jannaeus’s Series 2: indeed, Jannaeus is the last Hasmonaean 
king of any stature, with the kingdom falling into dynastic conflict upon his death 
until Pompey’s annexation in 63 BCE.  
 
It is not straightforward to interpret the significance of the fragmentation of a bronze 
monetary system. On the one hand, decreasing the weight of a bronze coin signals an 
increase in fiduciarity. This would imply a position of strength on the part of the 
issuing authority. On the other hand, cutting the module of bronze coins might also 
imply that the issuing authority is under pressure to produce more coins with fewer 
resources. When sedition, dynastic conflict, and civil unrest increase demand for 
coinage for mercenary pay and military investment, we would expect a drop in royal 
revenues. This might be owing to disruption to agricultural production, interruption of 
tax farming reliant on local cooperation, cessation of transactions liable to tariffs, the 
suspension of royal licensing that might profit the treasury, or an increase in 
administration and legal costs to maintain revenue streams.2 Hence, at precisely a 
time of civil and political unrest that requires the mint to issue more coinage, we 
might also expect a decline in royal revenues. As a consequence, a reduction in the 
                                                
 
2 Andrew Monson, ‘Hellenistic Empires’ (2015); Manning (2003), chapter 1. 
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amount of alloy used to strike coins would allow maintenance of coin output on a 
diminishing revenue base. To bring this to Jannaeus: when Jannaeus approximately 
halves the weight standard of his bronze coinage, as I suggest for Series 2, he could 
have used half as much alloy in its production. This could, on the one hand, signal 
that Jannaeus’s centralised authority was so strong that users would accept ever more 
degraded coins at a constant price level. Alternatively, by reducing the weight of 
bronze coins by a half, Jannaeus might have been reacting to the pressure of military 
defeat and revenue decline. That is, he effectively doubled the face value of the 
coinage produced from the same quantity of alloy in response to a failing economy 
and military strain, which would be symptomatic of a weak centralised authority. 
 
Perhaps some indication of the balance of plausibility might be drawn from the effect 
of inflation during periods of political and economic instability. As Sargent and Velde 
have modelled, small coins have a liquidity premium over larger silvers, given their 
ability to facilitate everyday transactions. As such, during a period of small coin 
shortage, small coins would depreciate in order to maintain a constant yield between 
the two currencies. Indeed, we might add that this would be compounded by a rise in 
price levels where agricultural output dropped owing to civil unrest, invasion, or the 
loss of centralised direction of productive lands. Similarly, where a mint increased 
coin striking and grew the monetary base by the reduction of the weight standard, 
price levels would rise so long as the face value of each coin was maintained. This in 
turn would necessitate a larger output of coins in response to the weakening 
purchasing power of each coin in circulation. Hence, there is some indication that 
political deterioration owing to domestic unrest, international conflict, declining 
productivity and a loss of royal revenue would coincide with a pickup in inflation and 
the reduction of modular standards. 
 
At the same time, the lack of complexity in the bronze system under Jannaeus might 
also reflect the dispersal of power over social organisational more widely than the 
royal household. In my view, Jannaeus maintained a bronze system that likely made 
regular military payments in low-value and which, in turn, guaranteed these tokens’ 
fiduciary value by reclaiming the coins through taxes, temple, and possibly translation 
into Tyrian silver. This leaves open, but by no means proves, that other power brokers 
were at play in the Judaean economy. It seems to me that this economic 
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reconstruction is more consonant than not with a political model than harbours a 
broad range of non-monarchical and non-patrimonial powers: for example, the 
administration of wages in kind by wealthy landowners, or the structuring of labour 
by regional strongmen as opposed to the facilitation of specialisation by coinage. On 
its own, this model stands only as a hypothesis. However, given that we have seen 
neighbouring bronze systems of a similar structure correlate with weak political 
centres, the lack of denominations and the reduction in module under Jannaeus 
indicates to me that it is less likely that there was a strong, centralised state in Judaea 
between 104 and 76 BCE.  
 
To conclude, I suggest that the balance of evidence does not support an understanding 
of Hasmonaean Judaea as a militaristic patrimony. At root, I dispute a view of 
Judaean social order as dominated by the centralised leadership of the Hasmonaean 
king and of Judaean political structures as overwhelmingly militaristic. To be sure, 
militarism and kingship are important to understanding the social arrangement of 
Judaea at the turn of the first century BCE. However, political research based on a 
literal reading of textual sources tends to overemphasise these factors to the exclusion 
of all others. Instead, I here advocate using economic activity, of which bronze 
monetary exchange is reasonably well attested for Hasmonaean Judaea, to infer 
probable features of Judaean socio-political organisation. We noted that the system of 
monetary exchange in Judaea is among the least complex of Hellenistic kingdoms at 
Jannaeus’s time. Moreover, his bronze system correlates most closely with those of 
Cyrenaica and Bithynia, for whom political instability, native unrest, and economic 
pressure is attested.  
 
In this way, I am doubtful that Judaean monetary exchange supports the political 
reconstructions of József Zsengellér, Torleif Elgvin, Edward Dąbrowa, and Kai 
Trampedach, who present centralised Hasmonaean monarchy as a dominant political 
force both domestically and internationally. While this investigation cannot offer 
certainty or proof, in so far as history is the exercise of educated guesses, I propose 
that the most likely option is that Jannaeus had a more limited political influence over 
societal organisation than is commonly ascribed. The relatively underdeveloped 
monetary system in Judaea indicates that monetary exchange likely existed in 
combination with local transactional frameworks, including local arbitration, payment 
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in kind, and the manipulation of labour by regional strongmen than we might suggest 
for Pontus under Mithridates VI or Parthia under the early years of Mithridates II. In 
extrapolating to the wider issue of Judaean political organisation, this casts doubt on 
the ability of the Hasmonaean monarchy to forcefully Judaise, effect change in local 
power hierarchies, or play a defining role in Phoenician military struggles. Rather 
than a militaristic patrimony ordered by the diktats of a tyrannical Jannaeus, Judaean 
political organisation was more likely a cooperative network of local power brokers, 
regional administrative frameworks, and independent cultural and economic systems. 
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Appendix A 
Weights of Parthian bronzes in American Numismatic Society and British Museum 
collections 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Nike reverse (>16mm or less) (g) Bowcase reverse (g) 
1.27 1.98 
0.86 1.29 
0.76 2.09 
1.57 1.97 
2.61 1.60 
1.60 1.64 
1.73 1.66 
2.53 2.51 
2.57 2.12 
1.81 2.17 
1.41 1.88 
 2.02 
 1.88 
 2.43 
 1.86 
 2.08 
 2.05 
 1.96 
 1.88 
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